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ABSTRACT

SELF-HANDICAPPING AMONG UNIVERSITY STUDENTS: THE ROLE
OF GENDER, PROCRASTINATION, TEST ANXIETY, AND SELF-
COMPASSION

Barutcu Yildinm, Funda
Ph.D., Department of Educational Sciences
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ayhan Demir

August, 2015, 152 pages

The purpose of the present study was to examine the predictor role of
gender, self-esteem, procrastination, test anxiety, and self-compassion

for the variation in university students’ self-handicapping.

The sample of the study consisted of 801 undergraduate students (404
females and 397 males). In order to collect data, Self-Handicapping
Scale, Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, Tuckman Procrastination Scale,
Anxiety subscale of Academic Emotions Questionnaire, Self-Compassion

Scale, and demographic information form were used.

In order to determine the role of gender, self-esteem, procrastination, test
anxiety, and self-compassion in predicting university students’ self-
handicapping, hierarchical regression analysis was conducted by adding
one predictor at each step. Results showed that all of the predictor
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variables contributed to self-handicapping significantly. The last model
explained 61% of the variance in self-handicapping scores. Semi-partial
variance of gender, self-esteem, procrastination, test anxiety, and self-
compassion were 1%, 30%, 22%, 6%, and 2%, respectively.

Keywords: Self-Handicapping, Self-Esteem, Procrastination, Test
Anxiety, Self-Compassion
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UNIVERSITE OGRENCILERINDE KENDINi SABOTAJ: CINSIYET, Oz-
SAYGI, ERTELEME, SINAV KAYGISI VE OZ-ANLAYISIN ROLU

Barutcu Yildinm, Funda
Doktora, Egitim Bilimleri Bolumu

Tez Danigsmani: Prof. Dr. Ayhan Demir

Agustos, 2015, 152 sayfa

Bu calismanin amaci, cinsiyetin, 0z-sayginin, ertelemenin, sinav
kaygisinin ve 6z-anlayisin, universite 6grencilerinin kendini sabotajindaki

yordayici rollerini arastirmaktir.

Calismanin orneklemini 801 (404 kadin ve 397 erkek) lisans ogrencisi
olusturmaktadir. Veri toplama araci olarak, Kendini Sabotaj Olgegi,
Rosenberg Oz-Saygi Olgegdi, Tuckman Erteleme Olgegi, Akademik
Duygular Olgeginin Kaygi alt boyutu, Oz-Anlayis Olgegdi ve demografik

veri formu kullaniimigtir.

Cinsiyetin, 6z-sayginin, ertelemenin, sinav kaygisinin ve 0z-anlayigin,
ogrencilerin kendini sabotaj duzeylerini yordama guglerini belirlemek igin
her adimda sirasiyla modele bir yordayici eklenerek, hiyerarsik
regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Bulgular, butin yordayici degigkenlerin

anlamli oldugunu goéstermigtir. Son model varyansin % 61’ini agiklamistir.

Vi



Cinsiyet, 0z-saygi, erteleme, sinav kaygisi ve Oz-anlayis i¢in kismi
varyanslar sirasiyla %1, %30, %22, %6 ve %2 olarak bulunmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kendini Sabotaj, Oz-Saygi, Erteleme, Sinav Kaygisi,
Oz-Anlayis
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CHAPTERI

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background to the Study

At first glance, “self’ is a simple, ordinary and common word. However, it
is a complex, multidimensional, and unique construct. If you look at the
“self” as a word, you can only see white color, but if you want to discover
the technicolored nature of the self, you can pass the white light through
the prism and see the colors of a rainbow with the dispersion.

William James contrived to use a prism while looking at the self. He is a
leading philosopher and psychologist, who developed the theory of the
self. According to James (1890), the self is comprised of two main parts,
namely “me” and “I”. Whereas “I” refers to “the self as knower”, “Me”
refers to “the self as known”. He further explained “me” under three
classes: The material self, the social self, and the spiritual self. Whereas
the material self encompasses the materials that we have such as our
body, clothes, family, and property, the social self includes how we
present the self to others. In different social settings, presentations of the
self differ, so a person has many social selves. The spiritual self, on the
other hand, can be regarded as the nucleus of the self and it includes the
most inner and subjective part of the self, which embraces psychic

features, core values, and conscience.

“I”, the self as knower, continually searches for new information and tries
to expand “me”, the self as known. People search for self-knowledge by
using physical, social, and inner psychological sources (Brown, 1998). As
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the product of the search for self-knowledge, new information needs to
be processed, evaluated and organized (Showers, 1992). People may
use different pathways with different motives (accuracy, enhancement,
and consistency) while seeking and evaluating self-relevant information
(Brown, 1998).

Sedikides (1993) summarized self-evaluation process under three
categories: Self-assessment, self-enhancement, and self-verification. The
first category, self-assessment, includes seeking and gathering accurate
self-relevant information. Reducing uncertainty and gathering objective
knowledge about the self complete the missing part and clarify the whole
picture of the self. People who use self-assessment rely on high
diagnostic test or task, which clearly identify the level of the given traits
such as ability, intelligence, and competence. The second category, self-
enhancement, includes identifying self-relevant information, which put
positive and powerful sides forward. People who use self-enhancement
do not process all self-relevant knowledge with an accuracy criterion;
they rather use a filter, which allows passing positive self-relevant
knowledge. They try to enhance their positive self-schema and avoid
negative one. Although they avoid negative information, which have
unfavorable effects on self-concept, they can endure ambiguity to a
specific extent, if they believe that they reach positive implications. The
third category, self-verification, includes seeking evidence for affirming
preexisting self-relevant knowledge. If the acquired self-knowledge is
positive, they seek positive feedback; if it is negative, they pay attention
to negative feedback. People who use self-verification seek the
information that they are certain about themselves, as opposed to the
people who use self-assessment and seek uncertain self-relevant
information. In addition, people who use self-verification, seek both
positive and negative self-information that is consistent with the
preexisting knowledge rather than selecting positive ones as people who
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use self-enhancement do. In short, consistency is more important than
the accuracy and positivity of self-relevant information in this category.

Social comparison theory proposed that people have the tendency to
gain accurate self-evaluation (Festinger, 1954), and some researchers
emphasized the need for specific, accurate feedback about their
performances and competences (e.g. Thorndike, 1912; Westberg &
Jason, 2012). However this need is not valid for all people (Brown, 1998).
McCleland (1961) stated that everyone does not seek “concrete
knowledge of results of their choices of actions” (p. 231). Maslow (1968)
asserted that fear of self-knowledge (i.e. emotions, capacities,
potentialities) caused much of the psychological disturbances and this
fear makes human more defensive. For example, people, who have low
achievement motivation, avoid feedback that gives information about
their relative abilities (Weiner et al., 1971). There are individual
differences in seeking information about one’s own competence (Berglas
& Jones, 1978). With a series of five experiments, Sedikides (1993)
revealed that among the three self-evaluation motives, self-enhancement
is the most powerful one followed by self-verification, and self-

assessment.

People tend to see themselves as better than the actual self, and also
better than the other people. For instance, a group of college students
were asked to rate themselves and other university students with respect
to a list of positive and negative attributes, and the results revealed that
the majority of the students rated themselves more positively than the
others (Brown, 1998). This study provides evidence for the use of self-
serving biases, which is defined by Blaine and Crocker (1993) as
interpreting self-relevant knowledge in a way that is favorable to the self
without searching for its accuracy. Most people use self-serving biases
because they want to feel good about themselves, and it embodies
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seeking favorable feedback, avoiding negative feedback and altering
implications of negative feedback in favor of the self, when negative
feedback is inevitable (Blaine & Crocker, 1993).

Self-handicapping is one of the best examples of self-serving biases
(e.g., Smith, Snyder, & Perkins, 1983; Snyder, Smith, Augelli, & Ingram,
1985). Self-handicapping is defined as creating or claiming obstacles to
their successful performance in order to protect the sense of self-
competence (Jones & Berglas, 1978). Jones and Berglas (1978)
accommodate the Kelley’s discounting and augmentation principles to
self-handicapping. They explained that according to the augmentation
principle competence should gain credit; impediment is the inhibitory
cause of the success, whereas ability is the facilitative cause. When the
cause of the success is inferred as ability, despite the presence of an
impediment, ability is augmented. After claiming or creating the
impediment, if the performance results in failure, it is externalized by
attributing the reason to the impediment rather than the inability or
incompetence. If the performance results in success despite the
presence of the impediment, ability or competence gains extra credit and
success is internalized. In addition, negative inference is not made for

self-competence; on the contrary it is protected (Jones & Berglas, 1978).

Self-handicapping literature points out several factors that contribute to
the occurrence, forms and degrees of self-handicapping (Brown &
Kimble, 2009). Similar to other self-protection strategies, there are
individual differences in using self-handicapping (Rhodewalt & Hill,
1995), but specific antecedents such as anticipated threat to self-
concept, uncertainty about one’s ability, self-presentational concerns
(Rhodewalt, Morf, Hazlett, & Fairfield, 1991), private/public expectation of
success, self-focus/other-focus view (Hirt, McCrea, & Kimble, 2000;
Kimble & Hirt, 2005), types of feedback (Brown & Kimble, 2009),
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importance of the task, and pre-existence of an environmental handicap
(Shepperd & Arkin, 1989a) may affect the possibility of using self-

handicapping strategies.

Self-handicapping strategies classified into two based on whether the
impediment is created or claimed (Arkin & Baumgardner, 1985; Leary &
Shepperd, 1986). Active creation of impediment to a successful
performance refers to behavioral self-handicapping, whereas claiming
the existence of impediment refers to self-reported handicapping (Brown,
Park, & Folgar, 2012). Expending less effort to practice before a test
(Brown & Kimble, 2009) or, coming home very late on the eve of an
important exam (Warner & Moore, 2004) exemplifies behavioral self-
handicapping. Also bad mood (Baumgardner, Lake, & Arkin, 1985) and
test anxiety (Smith, Snyder, & Handelsman, 1982) are examples of self-
reported handicapping. Due to the fact that behavioral self-handicapping
includes active creation of impediment, it is more likely to decrease the
possibility of success; and thus, it is more costly but more convincing. On
the other hand self-reported self-handicapping is less costly and less
convincing because it is based on a claim about the existence of an

impediment (Leary & Shepperd, 1986).

The majority of the empirical studies that examine gender difference in
regard to behavioral self-handicapping show a male dominance (McCrea,
Hirt, & Milner, 2008). Some of these studies revealed that only males
engage in behavioral self-handicapping, while females do not (e.g., Hirt,
et al., 2000; Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986), and some of them found out
that males engage in behavioral self-handicapping more than women
(e.g. Shepperd & Arkin, 1989b). The gender difference in self-reported
handicapping is more puzzling and contradictory than behavioral self-
handicapping. For example, some studies did not find significant gender
difference (Feick & Rhodewalt, 1997) while some of them showed that

5



males use more self-reported handicapping (Snyder et al., 1985). Similar
to the self-reported handicapping, there is no consensus on the gender
difference in regard to trait self-handicapping. Studies found insignificant
gender difference (Zuckerman & Tsai, 2005) or significant gender
difference that shows that female have higher inclination to self-
handicapping (Elliot & Church, 2003; Warner & Moore, 2004).

Besides the gender, self-esteem is the most significant contributor to the
explanation of self-handicapping (Harris & Snyder, 1986). Anticipated
threat to self-esteem may ignite the wick of self-handicapping (Snyder &
Smith, 1982; Tice, 1991). Studies produced different results about how
the level of self-handicapping is associated with the level of self-esteem.
For example, a group of researchers found that people with high self-
esteem self-handicapped more (e.g., Tice & Baumeister, 1990), while
others revealed that people with low self-esteem are more prone to self-
handicapping (Prapavessis & Grove, 1998). These inconsistent findings
pointed out that people with both high and low self-esteem use self-
handicapping strategies with different purposes (Martin & Brawley, 2002).
The motive of people with low self-esteem is protecting their self-esteem
and preventing to diminish its worth rather than boosting their success as
people with high self-esteem do (Tice, 1991).

Based on the creativeness of people, a variety of behaviors or claims
may serve as self-handicapping strategy. Procrastination, which is a
common problem among university students (Kim & Seo, 2015; Uzun-
Ozer, Demir, & Ferrari, 2009), is a type of behavior used as a self-
handicapping strategy (Beck, Koons, & Milgrim, 2000; Ferrari & Tice,
2000). Although there are many other motives behind procrastination,
protecting self-esteem is one of the most well known one (Lay, Knish, &
Zanatta, 1992). Procrastinators have the tendency to put off or avoid
starting and completing a task (Tuckman, 1991). In this way, they detract
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negative evaluation from their inability to inadequate time (Ferrari, 1991).
In other words, from the self-handicapping perspective, procrastinators
create a time lag by delaying starting and/or completing a task and they
use this as an impediment, which obscure their inability, incompetency,
or unintelligence. Studies underline the positive association between self-
handicapping and procrastination; such that, self-handicappers
procrastinate more by delaying preparation of academic tasks, sparing
more time for fun and other activities, whereas allocating less time to
study (Beck et al., 2000; Ferrari & Tice, 2000).

Besides procrastination, test anxiety can be used as a self-handicapping
strategy (Smith et al.,, 1982). Although numerous studies showed
negative effects of test anxiety on students’ health (e.g., Kavakci, Gller,
& Cetinkaya, 2011) and academic outcomes (e.g., Brooks, Alshafei, &
Taylor, 2015), some students may benefit from it by using it as a form of
psychological self-protection (Thompson, 2013). Smith, Snyder, and
Handelsman (1982) revealed that when test anxiety is perceived as a
convincing explanation, test anxious students use their anxiety symptoms
to obscure the lack of intelligence. In other words, the cause of poor
performance was presented as test anxiety symptoms rather than their
unintelligence. Hence their self-concept is protected. Test anxiety is
classified as self-reported handicapping. Due to the fact that it does not
require active creation of obstacles and the claim of it provides an
explanation for failure or poor performance, it is less costly (Hirt et al.,
2000; Leary & Shepperd, 1986). In addition, it is more tolerable by the
educators rather than other forms of self-handicapping such as
withdrawal of effort (Hirt, Deppe, & Gordon, 1991).

Unlike procrastination and test anxiety, self-compassion is not a self-
handicapping strategy; it can be used as a reducing agent. Self-
compassion staves the most important antecedents of self-handicapping,
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which is a perceived threat to self-concept. Self-compassion is proposed
as a healthier alternative approach to self (Neff, 2003a) in which self-
worth is not based on success and capabilities; failure, inadequacy, and
incompetency are accepted with the awareness of imperfect human
nature (Marshall et al, 2015). In addition, unlike self-esteem, self-
compassion does not deal with ego threats because other people’s
evaluation or ideal standards were not taken granted for self-evaluation
(Neff, Hsieh, & Dejitterat, 2005). Although the inverse association
between self-compassion and self-handicapping theoretically fits well, it
still needs further empirical support owing to the limited number of
studies in which it was revealed that high self-compassionate people
have lower tendency to self-handicap (e.g., Akin & Akin, 2015; Petersen,
2014).

1.2. Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the present study was to examine the predictor role of
gender, self-esteem, procrastination, test anxiety, and self-compassion
for the variation in university students’ self-handicapping. Given this

purpose, the answer of the following question was sought out.

How well do gender, self-esteem, procrastination, test anxiety, and self-
compassion predict the variation in university students’ self-
handicapping?

1.3. Significance of the Study

The current study, which examined the predictor role of gender, self-
esteem, procrastination, test anxiety, and self-compassion for the
variation in university students’ self-handicapping, is significant in several

respects. To begin with, student achievement is one of the central
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themes for all stakeholders of educational institutions and considerable
efforts have been exerted on eliciting the obstacles and problems that
students have to deal with on the road to achievement. Self-
handicapping is one of them, which is used by people for the sake of
short-term benefits, but has deleterious consequences on peoples’
health, well-being and performances (Zuckerman & Tsai, 2005). Short-
term benefits of self-handicapping reduce negative implications of ego
threat by externalizing the reasons for failure, and cloud the diagnosis of
low ability (Brown & Kimble, 2009), decreasing fear of failure, and
evaluation anxiety (Deppe & Harackiewicz, 1996). In other words, people
engage in self-handicapping for the sake of maintaining positive self-
evaluation (Hirt et al., 2000), however, it may cause a decrease in
positive self-concept directly or indirectly. High self-handicappers not only
use more dysfunctional coping strategies but also have more negative
emotions and lower self-esteem (Zuckerman, Kieffer, & Knee, 1998),
higher depression, anxiety and stress level (Sahrang, 2011), use more
alcohol and drugs (Zuckerman & Tsai, 2005), and more external locus of
control and maladaptive perfectionism (Arazzini-Stewart & De George-
Walker, 2014). In addition, self-handicapping negatively affected
students’ academic experiences and outcomes such as low school
adjustment, high level of norm-breaking behavior and poor teacher
relation (Maatta, Stattin, & Nurmi, 2002), more proneness to cheat
(Ozguingor, 2008), and low GPA (Zuckerman et al., 1998). In this regard,
it is of utmost importance to scrutinize university students’ self-
handicapping because it provides information about its correlates, which
may be beneficial to prevent this behaviour and its detrimental effects.

Secondly, as being present for nearly four decades, self-handicapping is
an old construct in Western literature and numerous studies have been
conducted on it. However, the number of studies with Turkish sample is
highly limited. The search engine of CoHE (Council of Higher Education)
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Thesis Center showed that only 7 master theses and 1 dissertation
examined self-handicapping between 2008 and 2014. In the same vein, a
small number of articles (e.g. Akin & Akin, 2015; Elmas & Akfirat, 2014;
Ozguingdr, 2008) were written and most of them used the self-
handicapping scales that were translated or developed by the authors
who do not provide sufficient empirical support for the reliability and
validity of the scales. In this regard, this study contributes to the existing
literature by providing information about Turkish university students’ self-
handicapping tendencies that is measured with a reliable and valid

instrument.

Thirdly, this study contributes to the literature in regard to gender
differences in trait self-handicapping. Empirical studies, mainly conducted
in laboratory environment, consistently pointed out a significant gender
difference as a male dominance in behavioral self-handicapping (Brown
et al., 2012; Harris & Snyder, 1986; Hirt et al., 1991; Shepperd & Arkin,
1989b, 1991), and conflicted results for self-reported handicapping (Feick
& Rhodewalt, 1997; Snyder et al., 1985). Even though the literature is
rich in terms of studies which examined gender differences in types of
self-handicapping, the limited number of studies did not fill the gap for
gender difference in trait self-handicapping, so this study may make a

contribution in this area.

Fourthly, self-handicapping is mainly triggered in case of a threat to self-
concepts (Rhodewalt et al., 1991; Synder & Smith, 1982). In this regard,
self-esteem is the mostly studied one, but it yielded contradictory findings
with different samples (Prapavessis & Grove, 1998; Tice & Baumesiter,
1990). Self-compassion is another concept proposed as an alternative
healthier attitude toward self with the claim that it has fewer drawbacks
(Neff, 2003b; Neff, 2011), but its association with self-handicapping has
not been adequately clarified yet. Up to our knowledge, in the reviewed
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literature, the contribution of self-esteem and self-compassion for
predicting self-handicapping has not been examined at the same time.
This study might provide the opportunity to compare the predictor power
of self-esteem and self-compassion in a single model.

Fifthly, procrastination and test anxiety are two important problematic
areas in educational settings (Kim & Seo, 2015; Pekrun, Goetz, Titz, &
Perry, 2002). Different reasons may lie behind these problems. In this
regard, this study might shed light to how procrastination and test anxiety
are related to self-handicapping.

1.4. Definition of Terms

Self-handicapping: Self-handicapping is defined as “finding or creating
impediments that makes good performance less likely to protect the

sense of self-competence” (Berglas & Jones, 1978, p. 201).

Self-esteem: Self-esteem is defined as overall evaluations of a person’s
own worth, value and importance (Rosenberg, 1965).

Procrastination: Procrastination is defined as “the delay of a task or
assignment that is under one’s control” (Ackerman & Gross, 2005, p. 5).

Test-anxiety: Test anxiety is defined as “the set of physiological and
behavioral responses that come with concern about possible negative
consequences or failure of an evaluative situation” (Zeidner, 1998, p. 17).

Self-compassion: Self-compassion is defined as “being open to and
moved by one’s own suffering, experiencing feeling of caring and
kindness toward oneself, taking an understanding non-judgmental
attitude toward one’s inadequacies and failures, and recognizing that
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one’s own experience is a part of the common human experience” (Neff,
2003a, p. 224).
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CHAPTERIII

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The literature review comprises seven sections: (1) self-handicapping, (2)
gender differences in self-handicapping, (3) self-esteem, (4)
procrastination, (5) test anxiety, (6) self-compassion, and (7) summary of
the literature. In the first section, the definition, meaning, antecedents,
types, and consequences of self-handicapping were briefly explained.
The second section summarized the study findings regarding the gender
differences in self-handicapping. The third section explicated both the
importance of self-esteem in comprehending the self-handicapping
concept and how people’s self-esteem level influences their self-
handicapping tendencies. In the fourth section, the definition, prevalence,
causes, correlates, and consequences of procrastination, and the
relationship between procrastination and self-handicapping were
summarized. The fifth section included the definition, prevalence,
correlates, and consequences of test anxiety and its association with
self-handicapping. The sixth section explained the self-handicapping
concept by clearing up its component and comparison to self-esteem, as
well as, correlates of self-compassion and its association with self-

handicapping. The last section summarized the reviewed literature.

2.1. Self-Handicapping

Currently, people live in an achievement-oriented society. The result of a
performance is greatly valued and it has important effects on people.
Success is associated with some other positive values including
happiness, pride, competence, and efficacy, whereas failure brings to
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mind negative values such as sadness, shame, incompetence, and
weakness (Deppe & Harackiewicz, 1996). People generally strive for
getting and maintaining a positive self-evaluation by trying the best they
can, and in this way, they get the approval of other people. However,
sometimes people are unable to achieve the desired success (Berglas,
1986). In these situations, some people incline to use self-protective
strategies such as self-handicapping to preserve positive view of the self
(Hirt et al., 2000).

Jones and Berglas first coined the self-handicapping term nearly four
decades ago (1978). They defined self-handicapping as creating or
claiming impediments that decrease the possibility of successful
performance in order to protect self-competence (Jones & Berglas,
1978). Self-handicapping behaviors decrease the probability of success;
however, they enable individuals to cover up their failures by creating
handy excuses instead of facing the real cause, which is the lack of
ability (Brown, 1998). To exemplify, if a self-handicapper performs poorly
in an evaluative situation, s/he can explain the poor performance by
using the impediment rather than incompetence. If s/he performs
successfully despite the impediment, his/her competence is enhanced
(Warner & Moore, 2004). Hirt, McCrea, and Boris (2003) elucidated self-
handicapping with another example. In their example, a student goes to
the cinema the night before the exam rather than studying. If he does not
do well in the exam, he can present the cause as lack of studying. In this
way, he obscures the lack of ability or intelligence. If he performs well, he
may infer that he is intelligent or has ability because he succeeds in the

exam without studying.

With a broader perspective, Berglas and Jones (1978) also define self-
handicapping as “any action or choice of performance setting that
enhance the opportunity to externalize (or excuse) failure and to
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internalize (or reasonably accept credit for) success” (p. 406). According
to Kelley’'s (1972) discounting and augmentation principles, failure is
externalized by attributing the reason to luck and situational factors; thus,
self-esteem is protected. Success is internalized by attributing the reason
to effort and ability; hence self-esteem is enhanced (Kelley, 1972). Some
researchers believe that self-handicapping serve for both of these
attributional goals (e.g. Jones & Berglas, 1978) but some of them believe
that self-handicapping primarily serves for the self-protection goals rather
than self-enhancement (e.g. Isleib, Vuchinich, & Tucker, 1988; Mayerson
& Rhodewalt, 1988; Murray & Warden, 1992).

Furthermore, Rhodewalt et al. (1991) examined the role of discounting
and augmentation in the preservation of self-esteem regarding self-
handicapping. They found that after getting failure feedback, high self-
handicapper with both low and high self-esteem discounted ability
attribution and after getting success feedback, only high self-handicapper
with high self-esteem augmented ability attribution. This finding showed
that self-protection motive is more prevalent than self-enhancement

motive of self-handicapping.

Feick and Rhodewalt (1997) claimed that laboratory studies generally
focus on the self-protection function and rarely focus on self-
enhancement function of self-handicapping, and they conducted a field
study to examine the effect of self-handicapping on ability attribution
(discounting and augmentation) and self-esteem in a naturalistic setting.
At the beginning of the term, participants were assessed in terms of self-
handicapping tendencies and self-esteem. Just after their first in-class
exam, they filled a checklist including claimed handicaps items. After
their exam grades were announced, they completed the measures of
mood, self-esteem and ability attributions for their performance. Results
revealed that high self-handicappers reported more excuses before the
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test. In addition, it was found that failing students’ self-handicapping was
associated with discounting ability attribution and higher self-esteem and
successful  students’ self-handicapping was  associated with
augmentation of ability attribution and enhanced self-esteem.

Although previous theories (e.g. Adler’s theory, impression management,
causal attribution, and self-serving attributions) provided a platform for
the development of self-handicapping, it was developed by leaning on
empirical findings (Higgins, 1990). In the first experimental study
conducted by Berglas and Jones (1978), some participants were given a
test that included mostly insoluable analogies (4 soluable, 16 insoluable)
and others were given a test with more soluable analogies (4 insoluable,
16 soluable). Regardless of their actual performance, all participants
were given success feedback; thus, a group of participant received
contingent success feedback, whereas others received noncontingent
success feedback. Before administering the second test, participants
were provided with two types of drugs and they were informed that the
drug called Pandocrin had an inhibiting effect on performance, whereas
the other drug called Actavil had a facilitating effect. However, in reality,
they had no effect on performance. The result of the study revealed that
participants who received noncontingent success feedback after the first
test chose to take performance-debilitating drug rather than performance-
facilitating drug before the second test (Berglas & Jones, 1978).

Following the first experimental study, researchers continued to find
empirical evidences for self-handicapping with experimental studies in
laboratory settings, and most of these studies utilized the idea of
presenting performance-inhibiting and performance-facilitating choice to
participants with minor changes such as using alcohol, music, tape rather
than drugs (e.g. Brown & Kimble, 2009; Kimble & Bryant, 2002; Kolditz &
Arkin, 1982, Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986; Rhodewalt et al., 1991;
Shepperd & Arkin, 1989b, 1991; Tice, 1991).
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Martin, Marsh, Williamson, and Debus (2003) stated that generally,
university students’ self-handicapping is examined by using experimental
manipulation or self-report measures in the literature and they conducted
a qualitative study to gain more comprehensive knowledge about the way
people use self-handicapping, the reasons for engaging in self-
handicapping behavior and goal orientation of self-handicapper. High
self-handicapper participants’ responses to how they self-handicap prior
to the exam or assignment included watching TV, going out, doing
housework (i.e. cleaning wardrobe), visiting relatives and leaving study to
the last minute. On the other hand, low self-handicapper participants did
not engage in such behaviors, they were more aware of the distractions
and their responses included studying at library to avoid distractions
existing at home (i.e. television and food), refusing social invitation and
not attending parties to be able to concentrate on their studies. High self-
handicappers’ reasons for engaging in self-handicapping behaviors
included avoiding stress, diminishing the importance of the task and
providing explanation for their poor performance. Participants’ responses
regarding the goal orientation showed that high self-handicappers were
more ego-oriented and less task-oriented when compared to low self-
handicappers. Some high self-handicapper participants stated that rather
than mastering something, outperforming others makes them feel more
successful because it is more visible. People who do not have the
tendency to self-handicap do not know the strategic use of these kinds of
behaviors and as a consequence they accept the face value of others’
self-handicapping (Martin et al., 2003; Smith & Strube, 1991).

2.1.1. Antecedents of self-handicapping

Reviewing antecedents of self-handicapping may facilitate

comprehending the concept. Anticipated threat to self-concept including
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self-esteem, self-confidence, and self-worth (Rhodewalt et al., 1991;
Synder & Smith, 1982), self-presentational concerns (Kolditz & Arkin,
1982; Rhodewalt et al., 1991), private/public expectation of success, self-
focus/other-focus view (Hirt et al., 2000; Kimble & Hirt, 2005), uncertainty
about one’s ability (Berglas & Jones, 1978; Kolditz & Arkin, 1982;
Rhodewalt et al., 1991; Tucker, Vulchinich, & Sobell, 1981), types of
feedback (Berglas & Jones, 1978; Brown & Kimble, 2009; Kolditz &
Arkin, 1982; Tucker et al., 1981), importance of the task (Shepperd &
Arkin, 1989a, 1989b), and pre-existence of an environmental handicap
(Shepperd & Arkin, 1989a) are antecedents of self-handicapping.

One of the most prominent antecedents of self-handicapping is
anticipated threat to self-concept. Self-handicapping strategies are used
when people perceive that there is a social evaluative threat (Smith et al.,
1983). Protecting self-worth is very important for some students, and
when students fail at a given task in the academic environment, their self-
worth is threatened (Martin et al., 2003). For some students, protecting
their sense of ability is a priority because they give much importance to
others’ evaluations of their ability (Martin et al., 2003). Self-esteem is
another broad self-concept that leads to self-handicapping in case of a
threat to it (Synder & Smith, 1982). In order to protect their self-esteem,
people attribute different causations to failure and success (Hirt et al.,
1991). For the sake of protecting these self-concepts, people may
choose to risk their own success. Since self-handicapping creates
obstacles for performance, the success of the performance is
jeopardized (Tice, 1991). Self-protection and self-enhancement are the
two motives behind self-handicapping. Some self-handicappers want to
utilize both self-protection and self-enhancement but some self-
handicappers primarily want to utilize one of the two motives and the
other motive is a bonus for them (Tice, 1991). When a self-handicapper
performs poorly, the created or claimed impediment serves for self-
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protection by providing a ready explanation for poor performance. When
a self-handicapper performs well, the impediment serves for the self-

enhancement because s/he succeeds despite the impediment.

Hirt, Deppe, and Gordon (1991) claimed that there was not a consensus
on the purpose of self-handicapping; such that, some researchers
presented the purpose of self-handicapping as self-esteem protection,
and some of them emphasized impression management. Self-
presentational concerns are antecedents of self-handicapping
(Rhodewalt et al., 1991). Kolditz and Arkin (1982) proposed that self-
handicapping is not only a self-attribution to competence, but also a self-
presentation strategy in which self-handicappers want to manage their
public appearance. In their experiment, they found that publicity
increased the self-handicapping tendencies; people chose the
performance enhancing option in private conditions, whereas they chose
performance inhibiting options in public conditions. Not only the real but
also the imagery audience affects people’s self-handicapping tendencies.
Moreover, Montgomery, Haemmerlie, and Zoellner (1996) found a
positive correlation between imagery audience and self-handicapping.

Baumeister, Hamilton, and Tice (1985) revealed that performance was
affected by both private and public expectation of success. They found
that private expectancies of success enhanced performance, but public
expectations of success affected performance in different ways regarding
the performers’ beliefs about whether others’ success expectations were
convincing or not. When the performer does not expect success
privately, public expectations of success decrease the performance by
putting pressure on the performer. When public expectancy of success is
convincing, the performer starts to believe that s/he can succeed and
her/his performance is enhanced. Performance is worse when a person

expects failure privately, but others expect success. In another study,
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Jones and Berglas (1978) argued that the occurrence of self-
handicapping is more imminent when there is a private expectation of
failure and public expectation of success. In addition, Shepperd and
Arkin (1989b) found that high public self-conscious people handicapped
more by choosing more debilitating music before performing a valid test.

Kimble and Hirt (2005) investigated the effect of public self-focus on self-
handicapping inclinations. They explained self-focus as directing
attention to oneself rather than others and the environment; other-focus
as directing attention to other people and the environment rather than
oneself. They manipulated self-focus versus other focus condition and
found that men self-handicapped more when they were self-focused

contrary to women.

Uncertainty about one’s competence or ability is another antecedent of
self-handicapping. People mostly initiate self-handicapping when they
are not certain about their capabilities (Harris & Snyder, 1986; Warner &
Moore, 2004). Berglas and Jones (1998) state that self-handicapping
tendency is basically tied with uncertainty about one’s competence, and
they add that people who believe that they are competent and able to
handle challenging life situations do not need the attributional benefit of
self-handicapping. Instead of self-handicapping, they get the desired
effects by goal directed actions. In the study conducted by Pyszczynski
and Greenberg (1983), participants who perceived that success
probability is low in an important intelligence test pay less effort to
practice before the real test and they reported that it was a bad day for
taking a test, and they were not well rested. When the probability of
success in an important evaluative performance is perceived low, people
have a greater tendency to use self-handicapping strategy, which is one
of the defensive strategies (Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1983).
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The type of feedback is another antecedent of self-handicapping. Non-
contingent success, contingent success, and failure feedback affect
people’s self-handicapping tendencies differently. Whereas the non-
contingent success feedback is apprizing people that they have done
very well at an impossible task, the contingent success is apprizing
people that they have done very well at a possible task that they are
most likely to achieve (Brown & Kimble, 2009). For example, in Kolditz
and Arkin’s (1982) study, a group of participants were given a booklet
that includes 80% insoluble and 20% soluble analogies and the other
group’s participants were given a booklet that includes 80% soluble and
20% insoluble analogies. Non-contingent success feedback was given to
the former group, and contingent success feedback was given to the
latter group. Non-contingent success feedback includes high ambiguity,
as people cannot be sure that the achievement is based on their true
level of competence/abilities/intelligence. Similar to Kolditz and Arkin’s
study, some studies show that people are more inclined to self-
handicapping, when they receive non-contingent success feedback
(Berglas & Jones, 1978; Tucker et al., 1981). However, some others
report that failure feedback both increases the likelihood of self-
handicapping and impression management concerns (Brown & Kimble,
20009).

Literature shows that people use self-handicapping strategies for
important ego-relevant tasks or performances (Shepperd & Arkin, 1989a,
1989b; Tice, 1991). For unimportant or less important tasks and
performances, people do not need to risk their success by creating
impediments because perceived threat to self-esteem is not so high and
concerns for attributions of success and failure do not have high impact
(Tice, 1991). In the studies conducted by Shepperd and Arkin (1989a;
1989b), the effect of task importance on self-handicapping was examined
and half of the participants were informed that they were given a test,
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which was a reliable and valid predictor of academic and career success
and the other half of the participants were informed that they were given
a new test, which has not been validated yet and had no predictive
power. In this way, high task importance condition and low task
importance condition were created; however, in reality, all participants
were given the same test. The results showed that participants who were
in high task importance condition self-handicapped more.

Pre-existence of an environmental handicap is another antecedent of
self-handicapping. When an environmental handicap that provides
acceptable explanation for poor performance exists, people do not need
to create or claim another handicap. In the study conducted by Shepperd
and Arkin (1989a), participants were asked to choose performance
debilitating or facilitating music that they listened during a test
performance, and they were randomly assigned to handicap-present or
handicap-absent condition. In the handicap-present condition a
participant would hear a high-pitched intermittent ringing noise while they
were listening to their chosen music. The results showed that participants
who viewed the test as important were more inclined to self-handicapping
(choosing more debilitating music) only when they were in handicap-
absent condition. In other words, high pitched intermittent ringing noise
serve as an acceptable explanation for poor performance and choosing
another performance debilitating music is not necessary in the handicap-
present condition.

2.1.2. Types of self-handicapping

There are two types of self-handicapping (Arkin & Baumgardner, 1985;
Leary & Shepperd, 1986). Arkin and Baumgardner (1985) distinguish
them as acquired impediment and claimed difficulties. Similarly, Leary
and Shepperd (1986) denominate them as behavioral self-handicapping

and self-reported handicapping.
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Behavioral self-handicapping is actively creating impediments to
successful performance (Brown et al., 2012). For instance, a student who
stayed out late on the eve of an important exam gets a ready excuse for
failure such as tiredness or lack of preparation rather than lack of ability
(Warner & Moore, 2004). In a qualitative study conducted by Torbrand
and Ellam-Dyson (2015), one participant reported that s/he does not put
his/her full effort on any task because s/he fears that if s/he devotes
his/her full effort and get poor grades, his/her self-esteem will be
damaged. In this example, the student engages in behavioral self-
handicapping by reducing the effort with the motive of self-protection.

Self-reported handicapping is claiming the existence of impediments to
successful performance (Brown et al, 2012). For example,
hypochondriacal people complain about their illness and physical
symptoms and these complains provide ready excuses in evaluative
situations, causation for their poor performance and additional rewards
such as attention from other people (Smith et al., 1983).

These two types of self-handicapping are different from each other in
terms of their cost and believability (Hirt et al., 2000). Behavioral self-
handicapping is more costly because it decreases the possibility of
success; however, it is more convincing (Leary & Shepperd, 1986). On
the other hand, self-reported handicapping is less costly, but less

believable.

Although behavioral and self-reported handicapping strategies share a
common benefit that is providing causation for poor performances, the
costs of them are different. Self-reported handicapping does not actually
decrease the likelihood of performance success; however, behavioral
handicapping does. In addition, when compared to self-reported
handicaps, behavioral self-handicappers leave a worse impression. For
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instance, the student who explains his/her failure by reporting high test-
anxiety, rather than reduced effort is more acceptable by teachers. Thus,
behavioral self-handicapping strategies are more costly than self-
reported ones (Hirt et al., 1991).

The examples of behavioral self-handicapping include insufficient
practice or preparation (Brown & Kimble, 2009; Deppe & Harackiewicz,
1996; Harris & Snyder, 1986; Hirt et al., 1991; Hirt et al., 2000; Kimble &
Hirt, 2005; Rhodewalt, Saltzman, & Wittmer, 1984; Tice, 1991; Tice &
Baumeister, 1990), reduced effort (Baumeister et al., 1985; Lay, et al.,
1992; Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1983; Rhodewalt & Fairfield, 1991),
lack of sleep (Berglas & Jones, 1978), procrastination (Lay et al., 1992),
eliciting performance inhibiting drugs or achohol (Berglas & Jones, 1978;
Bordini, Tucker, Vuchinich, & Rudd, 1986; Gibbons & Gaeddert, 1984;
Higgins & Harris, 1988; Jones & Berglas, 1978; Kolditz & Arkin, 1982;
Tucker et al., 1981; Zuckerman & Tsai, 2005), selecting extremely
difficult performance goals (Greenberg, 1985), choosing distracting,
performance-impairing music/tape (Brown & Kimble, 2009; Rhodewalt &
Davison, 1986; Rhodewalt et al., 1991; Shepperd & Arkin, 1989b; Tice,
1991), and staying out late a night before an important exam (Feick &
Rhodewalt, 1997; Warner & Moore, 2004).

Self-reported handicapping includes reporting anxiety (Greenberg,
Pyszczynski, & Paisley, 1984; Smith et al., 1982; Snyder & Smith, 1982),
stress (Hirt et al., 1991), bad mood (Baumgardner et al., 1985),
unfavorable conditions (Rhodewalt et al., 1984), hypochondriasis (Smith
et al., 1983), social anxiety (Snyder & Higgins, 1988), shyness (Snyder et
al., 1985; Snyder & Smith, 1986), traumatic life events (DeGree &
Snyder, 1985), and physical symptoms (Mayerson & Rhodewalt, 1988;
Rhodewalt et al., 1984).
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Hirt, Deppe, and Gordon (1991) examined how people respond when
they have an opportunity to choose different self-handicapping options,
namely behavioral self-handicapping and self-reported self-handicapping.
A group of the participants had the opportunity to practice before taking a
diagnostic intellectual ability test, and another group of participants were
informed that they were under a lot of stress. The participants who did
not want to practice before the test chose behavioral self-handicapping,
and the participants who reported high stress chose self-reported self-
handicapping. When people are given the choice to use both self-
reported and behavioral handicapping strategies that provide convincing
excuses for poor performance, people prefer to use self-reported
handicapping rather than behavioral self-handicapping because self-
reported handicapping is less costly (Hirt et al., 1991).

Trait self-handicapping measured by Self-Handicapping Scale (Jones &
Rhodewalt, 1982) does not differentiate between two types of self-
handicapping. It encompasses items that are both related with behavioral
and self-reported handicapping. In this study, trait self-handicapping was

utilized.

2.1.3. Consequences of self-handicapping

There are individual differences in using self-handicapping strategies
(Feick & Rhodewalt, 1997; Hirt et al., 1991; Rhodewalt, 1990; Rhodewalt
& Hill, 1995; Rhodewalt et al., 1991). Hence, the consequences of self-
handicapping are not the same for all self-handicappers. The creators of
the self-handicapping concept asserted that a self-handicapper cannot
loose whatever the outcome is, if s/he gives more importance to the
attributional implication of the performance than the achievement itself
(Jones & Berglas, 1978).
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In the short term, self-handicapping may have benefits. Self-
handicapping creates opportunities to reduce the threat of failure by
providing handy explanation to failure rather than low ability (Brown &
Kimble, 2009). In addition, self-handicapping behaviors help to
externalize failure by reducing the diagnosticity of the absence of the
underlying ability (Brown, 1998). It helps to preserve positive self-
evaluation (Hirt et al., 2000). In a qualitative study conducted by Martin,
et al. (2003), some participants reported the benefits of self-handicapping
and they said that presenting excuses for a failure (e.g. withdrawal of
effort or procrastination) is easier than saying that | am not smart or good
at it. Moreover, according to Snyder and Higgins (1988), self-
handicapping reduces evaluation concerns, so people perform better
because they focus on the task rather than evaluation concerns.
Similarly, Deppe and Harackiewicz (1996) suggest that people who self-
handicapped might be less anxious and less concentrated on the fear of
failure during the performance because they already have had an

explanation for failure.

Furthermore, Deppe and Harackiewicz (1996) claims that self-
handicapping facilitate maintaining intrinsic motivation. They suggest that
negative feedback diminishes the interest in a task and self-handicapping
reduces the possibility of negative feedback by providing ready excuses,
and in this way, it helps to increase task involvement and preserves
positive motivation. The results of their study showed that high self-
handicappers reported more enjoyment and greater task involvement
when they did not practice much prior to the actual performance when
compared to self-handicappers who practiced a lot.

Aforementioned studies adverted short-term benefits of self-
handicapping. However, habitual self-handicapping have negative

consequences in the long term and these negative consequences can be
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summarized under three categories (Zuckerman & Tsai, 2005). The first
category includes self-handicapping behavior, which has direct negative
effects on people. High self-handicappers use alcohol, marijuana and
other drugs more than low self-handicappers. The second category
includes performance decrement and its side effect on adjustment and
well-being. The third category includes erroneous self-perception

embodying self-deception (Zuckerman & Tsai, 2005).

Zuckerman et al. (1998) find that higher trait self-handicapping creates a
vicious circle in the long run. The results of the study reveal that self-
handicapping is negatively associated with self-esteem and positively
correlated with negative mood. High self-handicappers use more
dysfunctional coping strategies such as denial, disengagement, self-
focused rumination that produce negative emotions. Over time, lower
self-esteem and higher negative mood are associated with higher self-
handicapping. Moreover, the finding of the study conducted by Martin et
al. (2003) showed that self-handicappers believe that they have very little
or no control over their self-handicapping. They evaluate this finding from
an educational perspective and state that perceived loss of control may

lead to learned helplessness.

Self-handicapping may be advantageous for ability attribution but
disadvantageous for interpersonal relationships (Hirt et al., 2003). In the
study conducted by Luginbuhl and Palmer (1991), participants evaluate
people who self-handicapped and who did not in a given scenario in
several dimensions. Self-handicapped people were evaluated as more
intelligent, kowledgeable, and having higher grades. However, they were
seen as less motivated and less desirable for being a study mate. In
addition, using less persuasive self-handicapping strategies brings the
risk of being ashamed and labeled as a fraud and using more persuasive
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self-handicapping strategies would decrease the actual performance
(Shepperd & Arkin, 1989a).

Athletes who were low self-handicappers pay more effort to prepare
before an important sports event when compared to high self-
handicappers (Rhodewalt et al., 1984). Similar to sports field, in
educational setting, high self-handicappers reduce effort and express
more stress before the exam, and their exam performance are worse
than the low self-handicappers (McCrea & Hirt, 2001). Several studies
show negative association between self-handicapping and performance
in school (Elliot & Church, 2003; McCrea & Hirt, 2001; Rhodewalt, 1990;
Zuckerman et al., 1998). It was found as negative predictor of both exam
performance and GPA (Elliot & Church, 2003). Additional mediation
analysis yield that performance avoidance goal is a partial mediator of
the relationship between self-handicapping and both exam performance
and GPA (Elliot & Church, 2003).

Self-handicapping is fundamentally based on avoidance motivation (Elliot
& Church, 2003). Self-handicappers want to avoid failure but they create
impediment, which decrease the possibility of successful performance
and increase the possibility of failure. According to Elliot and Church
(2003), this situation seems contradictory at the first glance. However,
they point out the difference between two types of failure. Specific failure
is related with a given task, but global failure is related with intellect or
personality. For self-handicappers, avoiding global failure is more
important than avoiding specific failure.

Coping styles can be regarded as consequences of self-handicapping
(Zuckerman et al., 1998). According to Lazarus and Folkman (1984),
there are two kinds of coping strategies, namely emotion-focused and
problem-focused, to deal with distress. The problem-focused coping
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strategy manages distress by changing the cause whereas the emotion-
focused coping manages stress by handling the emotions derived from
the distress. Zuckerman et al. (1998) claim that self-handicapping is a
kind of emotion-focused coping rather than problem-focused coping. In
evaluative situations, self-handicappers create obstacles to protect their
self-esteem (emotion-focused coping) and they risk the probability of
successful performance rather than paying effort to increase the
probability of success (problem-focused coping). By doing this, they
choose to keep positive emotions about the self rather than struggling
with the evaluative situations effectively. Using a longitudinal design, they
examined the effects of self-handicapping on coping, academic
performances, adjustment related variables including self-esteem, affect,
and the frequency of visiting health services. They found that high self-
handicappers use more maladaptive coping strategies including denial,
behavioral disengagement, mental disengagement, self-blame, and self-
focused rumination. Besides these, a negative correlation was found
between self-handicapping and GPA, the higher the self-handicapping
score, the lower the GPA. This negative correlation is mediated by study
habits. High self-handicappers reported that they spent less time for
exam preparation and use less efficient methods. Self-handicapping is
negatively associated with self-esteem and positive affect. High self-
handicappers have low self-esteem and more negative affect.
Furthermore, self-handicapping and frequency of visiting university health
service is positively associated. When evaluating the relationship
between self-handicapping and adjustment related variables over time, it
was found that self-handicapping yields poor adjustment and poor
adjustment yields self-handicapping, therefore this study also provides

evidence for a vicious cyle of self-handicapping.

Moreover, high self-handicappers have higher depression, anxiety and
stress level (Sahrang, 2011). Self-handicappers reported low level of self-
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esteem, school adjustment and achievement, high level of norm-breaking
behavior and poor teacher relations (Maatta et al., 2002), and they are
more prone to cheating (Ozglingér, 2008), have more negative automatic
thoughts and lower intrinsic motivation (Kapikiran, 2012). In addition,
they use more external locus of control and maladaptive perfectionism
(Arazzini-Stewart & De George-Walker, 2014).

2.2. Gender Difference in Self-Handicapping

Gender is an important variable, which creates individual differences in
self-handicapping literature (Hirt et al., 1991). Some researchers used
only male samples (e.g. Deppe & Harackiewicz, 1996; Greenberg, 1985;
Higgins & Harris, 1988; Kolditz & Arkin, 1982; Rhodewalt et al., 1991,
Tucker et al., 1981) whereas some others used only female samples
(e.g. DeGree & Snyder, 1985; Greenberg et al., 1984; Pyszczynski &
Greenberg, 1983; Smith et al., 1982; Smith et al., 1983) while examining
self-handicapping. Contrary to these single sex sample research studies,
the majority of the studies used mixed gender samples and some of them
examined the contribution of gender to self-handicapping.

There is a salient gender difference in people’s self-handicapping
tendencies (Brown & Kimble, 2009; Hirt & McCrea, 2009). Numerous
studies showed that men behaviorally self-handicapped more than
women (Baumeister et al., 1985; Brown et al., 2012; Harris & Snyder,
1986; Hirt et al., 1991; Hirt et al., 2000; Kimble & Hirt, 2005; Rhodewalt &
Davison, 1986; Shepperd & Arkin, 1989b, 1991). For instance, Brown
and colleagues (2012) stated that women do not use behavioral self-
handicapping strategies in general, but they do when their motivation to
grow and improve their abilities is low. Furthermore, females are less
likely to both engage in self-handicapping and accept others’ self-
handicapping. Men evaluated a self-handicapper more positively while
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women were more negative and judgmental for behavioral self-
handicappers (Hirt et al., 2003).

Men behaviorally self-handicapped more by choosing performance-
inhibiting drugs, CD, tapes (Berglas & Jones, 1978; Brown et al., 2012;
Brown & Kimble, 2009), drinking alcohol (Tucker et al., 1981), studying
for fewer hours (Warner & Moore, 2004), decreasing performance
(Baumeister et al., 1985); and practicing less (Harris & Snyder, 1986; Hirt
et al., 1991; Hirt et al., 2000; Kimble, Kimble, & Croy, 1998; Kimble &
Hirt, 2005).

Although literature provides consistent findings regarding men’s
dominance on behavioral self-handicapping, gender difference in claimed
self-handicapping yields contradictory findings. Feick and Rhodewalt
(1997) found no significant gender difference in claimed self-
handicapping. Similarly, Hirt et al. (1991) revealed that men and women
do not differ in terms of self-reported handicapping. When social anxiety
is presented as an acceptable explanation for failure in an evaluative
situation, socially anxious men report more anxiety symptoms and men
use social anxiety as a self-handicapping strategy, but women do not
(Snyder et al.,, 1985). In Strubes’s (1986) study, participants were
provided a checklist that included factors (i.e. heavy course load,
sickness, lack of sleep, other exams), which obstruct them in showing
their true level of ability. Result indicated that high-self handicapper men
reported higher number of excuses just after the exam and before the
next exam; however the reports of high and low self-handicapper female
did not differ significantly. Rhodewalt and Hill (1995) replicated this part
of Strubes’s study and they revealed that men reported more excuses
than females. On the contrary, Feick and Rhodewalt (1997) also
replicated this part and they did not find significant gender by level of
self-handicapping interaction in predicting claimed self-handicapping.
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Brown and Kimble (2009) revealed that men’s self-handicapping is
related with the type of feedback; rather than non-contingent success
feedback, failure feedback increases self-handicapping tendencies of
men. Their results also showed that women’s self-handicapping is related
more with their emotional reactions such as self-doubt, worrying about
others’ opinions regarding their performance results, feeling unconfident
in evaluative situations. Snyder, Ford, and Hunt (1985) speculated that
men’s higher inclination to self-handicapped is due to their higher
sensitivity to negative implications of failure.

Studies that examined gender difference in trait self-handicapping with
the help of Self-Handicapping Scale (Jones & Rhodewalt, 1982) yielded
different results. In order to control the possible gender difference in self-
handicapping, Martin and Brawley (2002) entered gender in the first step
in a regression model and they found that gender did not significantly
contribute to self-handicapping. Zuckerman and Tsai (2005) also found
no significant gender difference in trait self-handicapping. However, in
Elliot and Church’'s (2003) study, gender was found as a significant
predictor of self-handicapping, and self-handicapping tendency of female
was greater than that of male. They did not report the variance explained
by the gender. Similarly, in Warner and Moore’s (2004) study, female
participants’ self-handicapping scores were significantly higher than the
males’ scores. Specifically, female participants were more prone to use
mild illness for removing pressure and their emotions interfered with their

performance more than males.

2.3. Self-Esteem

The “self” is a complex concept including many subdimensions, and for
this reason, self-derived topics were used as an attempt to explain it
(Baumeister, 1998). Among these self-derived concepts, self-esteem is
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the most prevalently used one due to causal effects on many different
parts of human life (Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger, & Vohs, 2003).
Global self-esteem is defined as an attitude toward self, which depends
upon the feeling of how capable, worthwhile, and successful as a person
someone feels (Joseph, 1994; Rosenberg, 1965). Some researchers
objected, expanded and reframed its theoretical background and
proposed other forms of self-esteem such as contingent self-esteem
(Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, & Bouvrette, 2003), optimal self-esteem
(Kernis, 2003), and domain specific self-esteem (Harter, 1999). Due to
the fact that global self-esteem is the oldest version of the self-esteem,
and can be applicable to a wide range of different samples, it is the most
frequently used one, and an enormous body of research related to it was
conducted. In this study, global self-esteem was used for representing

self-esteem.

Self-esteem is not only the central factor in describing self-handicapping
(Warner & Moore, 2004), but also the most apparent individual
differences variable that is associated to self-handicapping (Harris &
Snyder, 1986). Before an important performance, people may feel that
their self-esteem is threatened (Hirt et al., 1991). People engage in self-
handicapping behavior when they anticipate threat to their self-esteem
(Snyder & Smith, 1982; Tice, 1991). If the performance is successful,
self-esteem maintains or enhances. If the performance results in failure,

self-esteem decreases (Hirt et al., 1991).

Martin and Brawlley (2002) suggest that not only the one’s opinions
regarding her/his capabilities in a particular situation but also the general
opinions about the self may play important roles in determining self-
handicapping. In other words, domain specific self-esteem and trait self-
esteem may have determinant value for self-handicapping. In their study,
among the six predictors, general self-esteem explained most of the
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variance in both behavioral (17%) and self-reported handicapping (19%).
Feick and Rhodewalt (1997) also revealed that 20% of the variance were
shared by self-handicapping. In another study, Warner and Moore (2004)
found that self-handicapping and self-esteem shared 6.25% of the

variance.

Literature provides contradictory findings regarding the relationship
between self-handicapping and self-esteem (Martin & Brawley, 2002).
Some studies revealed that self-handicapping is negatively related with
self-esteem, and low self-esteem participants have a higher tendency to
use self-handicapping (Elmas & Akfirat, 2014; Feick & Rhodewalt, 1997;
Prapavessis & Grove, 1998; Rhodewalt, 1990, Warner & Moore, 2004).
In contrast to the findings of these negative relations, Tice and
Baumeister (1990) revealed a positive correlation, which showed that
high self-esteemed people use self-handicapping more frequently than
low self-esteemed people when they are suspicious about the success of
their performance.

Martin and Brawley (2002) proposed an explanation for these
contradictory findings and they stated both low and high self-esteemed
participants have a tendency to self-handicap, but with different
purposes. Similarly, Tice (1991) found that self-handicapping motives are
different for people who have high self-esteem or low self-esteem.
People with high self-esteem use self-handicapping in order to enhance
their success and gain credit for their success, whereas people with low
self-esteem use self-handicapping to protect their self-esteem in failure
situations (Tice, 1991). In contrast, Rhodewalt et al. (1991) revealed that
student who handicapped and got failure feedback had higher self-
esteem and positive mood compared to students who did not handicap,
and this finding provided evidence for self-esteem protection function of

self-handicapping for high self-esteemed people.
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Individual differences in self-esteem and self-esteem related variables
might affect people’s self-handicapping tendencies (Tice, 1991). Studies
also pay attention to the certainty of self-esteem in regard to self-
handicapping because not only the level but also the uncertainty of self-
esteem contributes to the self-handicapping. Formulation of self-
handicapping concept includes uncertain sense of self- esteem (Harris &
Snyder, 1986). Harris and Snyder examined the effect of gender, level of
self-esteem and certainty of self-esteem on self-handicapping. Their
study findings revealed that males who are uncertain about their self-
esteem self-handicapped more than females who are uncertain about
their self-esteem and males who are certain about their self-esteem.

Moreover, Martin and Brawley (2002) examine the direct relationship
between self-handicapping and two types of self-esteem including
physical self-esteem and general self-esteem in an athlete sample. They
find significant negative relationships between self-handicapping and two
types of self-esteem. The lower general and physical self-esteem are
related with higher self-handicapping. In addition, they investigate the
role of gender, general self-esteem, physical self-esteem, self-
handicapping motives (protection and enhancement), general self-
esteem by motives interaction and physical self- esteem by motives
interaction in predicting behavioral and self-reported handicapping. The
findings revealed that only general self-esteem was a significant predictor
and explained 17% of the variance in behavioral and 19 % of the

variance in self-reported handicapping.

2.4. Procrastination

Procrastination has emerged as one of the most prevalent problems of
university students. Researchers do not reach an agreement on the
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definition of procrastination because they approach the construct from
different perspectives such as differential psychology, motivational and
volitional psychology, clinical psychology, etc. (Klingsieck, 2013). It is
viewed as a personal trait, motivational failure, self-regulation problem
(Hafner, Oberst & Stock, 2014; Klingsieck, 2013; Steel, 2007), and time
management deficit (Ziesat, Rosenthal & White, 1978). Steel (2007)
proposes that diverse attempt for refining the concept is complementary
not contradictory. According to Silver (1974), procrastination is to delay
the task to an optimal time with the purpose of increasing the likelihood of
successful completion of it. Senecal, Koestner, and Vallerand (1995)
explain the procrastination as a failure to motivate oneself to complete
the task that should be done within a determined time period. According
to Glick and Orsillo (2015), procrastination is disparity between the
intended and actual time for beginning and accomplishing the task.
Tuckman (1991, p.474) explains the concept as “the tendency to put off
or completely avoid an activity under one’s control.” Steel (2007, p.66)
defines it as “... a postponing, delaying, or putting off a task or decision”.
Although researchers present various definitions to the concept, all of
these definitions share a common element, which is postponing a task.

Procrastination is quite a common problem among university students
(Kim & Seo, 2015) and the amount of procrastination augment from
freshman to senior years (Hill, Hill, Chabot, & Barrall, 1978). According to
Ellis and Knaus's (1977) estimation, 70 % of the university students
procrastinate. In the study conducted by Rothblum, Solomon, and
Murakami (1986), 40 % of the students reported high level of
procrastination. In another study, Solomon and Rothblum (1984)
revealed that approximately 50 % of the students procrastinated different
types of academic tasks including writing term paper (46 %), studying for
an exam (27.6 %), doing reading assignments (30.1 %), fulfilling
administrative duties (10.6 %), attendance tasks (23 %) and general
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school activities (10.2 %). Uzun-Ozer, Demir, and Ferrari (2009)
examined the prevalence of the procrastination among Turkish students

and they found that 52 % of the students were procrastinators.

Procrastination affects students’ educational outcomes directly or
indirectly. Beyond the academic domain, there is a negative correlation
between procrastination and health (Sirois, 2004; Sirois, Melia-Gordon, &
Pychyl, 2003; Stead, Shanahan, & Neufeld, 2010). Plenty of research
studies, also showed that procrastination is negatively associated with
academic performance (Kim & Seo, 2015; van Eerde, 2003). To be more
specific, procrastination yielded lower assignment grades (Michinov,
Brunot, Le Bohec, Juhel, & Delaval, 2011; Tice & Baumeister, 1997),
course withdrawal (Semb, Glick, & Spencer, 1979), lower course grade
(Beswick, Rothblum, & Mann, 1988; Fritzsche, Young, & Hickson, 2003;
van Eerde, 2003) and lower GPA (Balkis, 2013; Fritzsche et al., 2003;
Jackson, Weiss, Lundquist, & Hooper, 2003; Klassen, Krawchuk, &
Rajani, 2008; Rothblum et al., 1986; van Eerde, 2003).

The negative effects of procrastination on students’ health, academic
performance, and achievement are evident. Therefore, the questions of
which factors enhance or diminish students’ procrastination and why
students procrastinate gain importance. Procrastination is positively
associated with perfectionism (Brownlow & Reasinger, 2000; Flett,
Hewitt, & Martin, 1995), boredom proness (Ferrari, 2000), irrational
cognition (Solomon & Rothblum, 1984), anxiety (Beswick et al., 1988;
Flett, Blackstein, & Martin, 1995; Fritzsche et al., 2003; Glick & Orsillo,
2015; Rothblum et al., 1986; Senecal et al., 1995; Solomon & Rothblum,
1984), depression (Beswick et al.; Flett et al., 1995; Senecal et al., 1995;
Solomon & Rothblum, 1984), guilt (Pychyl, Lee, Thibodeau & Blunt,
2000), stress (Jackson, Weiss, & Lundquist, 2000; Tice & Baumeister,
1997), and negatively associated with optimism (Jackson et al., 2000),
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self-efficacy (Ferrari, Parker & Ware, 1992; Klassen et al., 2008;
Tuckman 1991) and self-esteem (Beswick et al.,, 1988; Ferrari,
1991,1994, 2000; Senecal et al., 1995; Solomon & Rothblum,1984).

Students higher in academic values are less likely to procrastinate (Glick
& Orsillo, 2015). Burnam, Komarraju, Hamel, and Nadler (2014) revealed
that students who are organized and expend effort to reach high personal
standards procrastinate less in their academic tasks (studying for exam,
writing papers and reading assignments). In addition, they found that self-
determined motivation of students is conversely associated with
procrastination. Similarly, students who have higher intrinsic motivation
are less likely to procrastinate (Lee, 2005; Senecal et al, 1995).
According to Brownlow and Reasinger's (2000) study finding, low
extrinsic motivation, having external locus of control and making external
attributions contributed significantly and positively to students’ academic
procrastination. Senecal and colleagues (1995) argued that unmotivated
students and students whose primary motivation sources are external
postpone until the last minute to feel the pressure to start. Balkis (2013)
points out the mediator role of rational beliefs about studying in relation to
procrastination, academic satisfaction and achievement. This finding
supports that students who have high level of rational beliefs may be
more satisfied and more successful because they complete their
academic tasks and do not engage in academic procrastinatory behavior.
‘My worthiness depends on how well | do, so | must do well’ (Ellis &
Knaus, 1977) and ‘l should be in a good mood to start to study’ (Dryden &
Sabelus, 2012) are examples of irrational thoughts behind the

procrastination.

Students procrastinate with different reasons such as fear of failure, not
meeting others’ expectation, not reaching own standards, lack of self-
confidence, finding the task aversive, laziness, having too many other
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things to do, uneasiness in decision making (Brownlow & Reasinger,
2000; Solomon & Rothblum, 1984). Senecal and colleagues (1995)
argued that completing a task not only depends on fear of failure, but also
to what extent the task is interesting and valuable. In other words, low
level of intrinsic motivation can be another reason for procrastination.
According to Ellis and Knaus (1977), one of the most important causes of
procrastination is having irrational beliefs. Similarly, the study conducted
by Torbrand and Ellam-Dyson (2015), showed evidence that irrational
beliefs caused procrastination. In this study, students were taught to
become aware of their irrational thoughts related to procrastination and to
replace them with rational ones. As a result, the procrastination level of
students diminished.

Moreover, Pychyl and colleagues (2000) find out that higher level of trait
procrastination is related with negative affect; however, students do not
report negative feelings at the time of procrastination. In other words,
procrastinators have negative feelings only in the long term. Furthermore,
procrastination is negatively associated with students’ flow experiences
(Lee, 2005) Flow experiences mean devoting full energy and
concentration on a task with pleasure (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). Lee
(2005) examined the predictor power of sub-dimensions of flow
experience regarding procrastination and revealed that students who
perceived that the challenge of the task exceed their skills, who lack
precise goals, who did not concentrate and who were highly self-
conscious were more likely to procrastinate. In addition, self-
consciousness was found as the most powerful predictor. This finding
showed that high procrastinators give much importance to others’

evaluation.

Procrastination can be used as a kind of self-handicapping strategy (Beck
et al.,, 2000; Ferrari & Tice, 2000). Although these two constructs
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overlaps, procrastination is not a subset of self-handicapping (Beck et al.,
2000; Lay et al.,, 1992). Procrastination and self-handicapping have
intersections in terms of motive. Based on the clinical and counseling
observations, people may use procrastination to protect their self-esteem,
but it should be carefully considered that self-esteem protection is not the
only motive behind procrastination (Lay et al., 1992). Self-handicappers
used their created or claimed impediments to obscure the negative
evaluations of others when their performance resulted in failure (Berglas
& Jones, 1978). Similarly, procrastinators diminish others’ negative
evaluations about their true level of ability by delaying the completion of
the task. One cannot decide whether procrastinator is successful or not
with an incomplete task. Furthermore, when the task was not completed
successfully, procrastinators have a ready excuse, which is inadequate
time rather than lack of intelligence (Ferrari, 1991). Shortly, the lack of

time is used as an impediment.

Literature showed that self-handicapping is positively associated with
procrastination. Ferrari (1991) revealed that procrastinators are more
likely than non-procrastinators to choose distracting, debilitating music
while completing a cognitive intelligence task. The results of this study
showed that procrastinators have a higher tendency to self-handicap
when compared to non-procrastinators. Moreover, Beck, Koons, and
Milgrim (2000) found out that high self-handicappers procrastinated more
by studying less and postponing the exam preparation than low self-
handicapper did. Similarly, Ferrari and Tice (2000) found out that
procrastinators were more inclined to self-handicapping by spending less
time for preparing a test and allocating more time for fun and alternative
tasks when the task was presented as important and evaluative of
cognitive skills.
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The results of the study conducted by Lay, Knish and Zanatta (1992)
showed these two constructs were not identical but procrastination can
be used as a self-handicapping strategy. In their first study, before the
test was administered, students were given an opportunity to practice for
the test during a regular class hour and they were informed that the
practice might improve their test performance. Trait self-handicappers
practice less by answering fewer questions. On the other hand, no
significant relation was found between trait procrastination and the
number of practice questions answered. In their second study, five days
before the actual test day, students were given a practice booklet, which
they could take home to prepare for the test. Both trait self-handicapper
and trait procrastinator delayed practicing.

2.5. Test Anxiety

Academic situations at a university environment can be categorized into
three main important types as attending class, studying outside class and
taking test. In these academic settings, students experience different
kinds of emotions that are significantly related to motivation,
achievement, learning strategies, cognitive resources, and self-regulation
(Pekrun et al., 2002). Anxiety is one of the most frequently reported
emotions by students in academic settings (Pekrun et al., 2002). It can
be aroused in different ways. Evaluative situations generally stimulate
anxiety and it takes the form of test anxiety, which is not only comprised
of emotion. Test anxiety is a common phenomenon and it gradually
increases possibly due to both an increase in the number of tests and the
attached pressure in the educational system (McDonald, 2001).

Like many other psychological constructs, there is not only one single
definition of test anxiety that researchers have consensus on. Different
researchers proposed different explanations to it. The definition of test
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anxiety evolved and expanded with the passage of time (Stober, 2004;
Zeidner, 1998). Suinn (1968, p.385) explained it as “an inability to think
or remember, a feeling of tension, and difficulty in reading and
comprehending simple sentences or directions on an examination”. From
a more comprehensive perspective, Zeidner (1998) defined it as the
combination of phenomenological, physiological and behavioral reactions
when one thinks about negative possible consequences of evaluative
situations or tests.

With a meta-analysis of 562 test anxiety studies, Hembree (1988)
concluded that children do not experience high level test anxiety in early
grades, but the test anxiety level increases dramatically between grades,
3 and 5, and remains constant through high school and decreases at
university. Chapell and colleagues (2005) compared the test anxiety level
of undergraduate and graduate students and found that undergraduate
students have higher test anxiety than graduate students. In different
grade levels, women have higher test anxiety than males (Brooks et al.,
2015, Chapell et al., 2005; Hembree, 1988; Kavakci, Semiz, Kartal,
Dikici, & Kugu, 2014; McDonald, 2001). With a multi-cultural study
including twelve countries, Seipp and Schwarzer (1996) also revealed
that female students (except China) experience more test anxiety than

males.

The prevalence of test anxiety differs from sample to sample. Turner,
Beidel, Huges and Turner (1993) found that 41% of the 3™-6"™ grade
African-American students were test-anxious. Kavakci, Semiz, Kartal,
Dikici, and Kugu (2014), examined the prevalence of test anxiety among
Turkish students who were going to take the university entrance exam
and they found that 48% of the students were test anxious. In another
study, the prevalence of test anxiety among Turkish medical college
students was found as 15.8% (Kavakci et al., 2011). In a similar vein,
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DordiNejad and his colleagues (2011) found that 56% of the Iranian
medical college students experienced test anxiety at the mediocre
(35.3%) or high level (20.7%). In addition, McDonald (2001) pointed out
that many students experience test anxiety, and test anxiety should be
considered in a continuum rather than present-absent dichotomy.
Shortly, test anxiety is experienced by considerable portion of the

students with varying degrees (Dan, Bar llan, & Kurman, 2014).

According to Liebert and Morris (1967), worry and emotionality were two
components of test anxiety. Worry refers to the cognitive component that
includes thoughts about evaluative situations, possible negative
outcomes, and how others view them. Emotionality refers to perceptions
of automatic responses aroused by the evaluative tests. According to
Sarason (1984), test anxiety has four subdimensions: Worry, test-
irrelevant thinking, tension and bodily symptoms. Hodapp and Benson
(1997) revealed three factors of test anxiety: Worry, emotionality and lack
of confidence. In this study, test anxiety is measured with a single factor.

Test anxious students experience physical symptoms such as increased
heart rates, rapid breathing, sweating, dizziness, (Black 2005; Cizek &
Burg, 2006). They may feel distress, jittery, panic, anxious, tense,
troubled, and uneasiness (Sarason & Sarason, 1990). Furthermore, they
have more irrational and negative thoughts (Wong, 2008). Thinking about
the possible poor performance and further negative consequences of
failure, and comparing themselves to others are the examples of
negative thoughts that may interfere with the students’ actual
performances (Sarason & Sarason, 1990). Wong (2008) revealed that
test anxiety was significantly and positively related with cognitive triad
(negative schemata of self, world, and future), dysfunctional attitudes
(cognitive distortions in the value systems of approval, love,

achievement, perfectionism, entitlement, omnipotence, and autonomy),
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negative automatic thoughts, and irrational beliefs, but only negative view
of self significantly contributed to test anxiety. Sarason (1984) proposed
that test anxious students deal with internal distractions such as self-
preoccupying worry and self-doubt in evaluative situations, and these
internal distractions lead to poor performance by diminishing their
concentration on the actual task. In addition to the irrational thoughts,
thoughts that are not relevant to the testing may also decrease student’s
concentration and performances such as daydreaming, thinking about
being somewhere else or an upcoming event (Sarason, 1984; Sarason &
Sarason, 1990).

Test anxious students are more prone to depression, social phobia,
attention deficit, and hyperactivity disorder (Kavakci et al., 2011). They
spend more time on the Internet, report more suicide attempt, and have
higher trait anxiety and social anxiety (Kavakci et al., 2014). There is an
inverse relationship between test anxiety and self-esteem; so high test
anxious students have lower self-esteem (Dan et al., 2014; Hembree,
1988).

In addition, high test-anxious students use more maladaptive
perfectionism and avoidant goal orientation (Eum & Rice, 2011). Stoeber,
Feast and Hayward (2009) examined the relationships among test
anxiety, self-oriented and socially prescribed perfectionism. (Self-oriented
perfectionism refers to striving for reaching excessively high standards,
which were established by one for fulfilling their own expectations
whereas socially prescribed perfectionism refers to striving for reaching
high standards that were set by others to gain their acceptance.) They
revealed that only socially prescribed perfectionism known as a
maladaptive form of perfectionism is positively associated with total test
anxiety.
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Test anxiety is important in predicting students’ achievement, motivation,
and academic self-concept (Pekrun et al., 2002). Test anxiety blocks
students’ performances during the test (Meijer, 2001). It decreases
performance and it is positively associated with defensiveness, fear of
evaluation and other kinds of anxiety (Hembree, 1988). Anxiety
symptoms are triggered by ego-threatening situations; these symptoms
impede the full concentration on the task, hence it diminishes
performance (Sarason, 1961). For less demanding and less difficult task,
anxiety does not lead a dramatic decrease on performance (Sarason &
Sarason, 1990). When the task is perceived as difficult, highly test

anxious students perform poorer (Hembree, 1988)

Numerous studies showed an inverse relationship between test anxiety
and different forms of achievement indicators such |1Q scores, aptitude
tests, course grades, and GPA (Hembree, 1988; Sarason, 1961). Eum
and Rice (2011) revealed that low test-anxious students performed better
on a recall test and their GPA were higher than the high test-anxious
students. Chapell et al. (2005) examined the relationship between test
anxiety and students’ GPA at both undergraduate and graduate level and
found an inverse relationship between the two variables for both
samples. Other researchers empirically support the inverse relationship
between test anxiety and achievement (e.g. Brooks et al., 2015; Eum &
Rice, 2011). In addition, the literature pointed out that worry is the major
component of test anxiety, which deteriorates students’ performance
(Sarason, 1984). The general notion about this inverse relationship
between test anxiety and achievement is that test anxiety lowers student
achievement and causes poor performance (Hembree 1988); however,
Tobias (1985) proposed that poor performance causes test anxiety and
he added that having a history of poor performance, inadequate study
skills and test-taking skills lead to test anxiety.
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Aforementioned studies showed the negativity of test anxiety on
students’ health, and academic process and outcomes. Although test
anxiety is an undesirable characteristic, a group of people may benefit
from it. They use test anxiety as a form of psychological self-protection,
and in this way, they maintain a primary gain (Thompson, 2013). Test
anxiety provides a ready excuse for potential failure. When students
perform poorly on a test, attributable reasons are test anxiety and its
symptoms rather than lack of intellect or ability. The deleterious effect of
test anxiety on performance was widely accepted, so test anxiety is a
plausible explanation for a failure.

Smith et al. (1982) examined whether students use test anxiety as a self-
handicapping strategy in evaluative situations. Before administering the
intelligence test, they created four different groups based on the test
anxiety instructions and evaluative nature of the test. The first group was
told that the test is a valid intelligence test but the level of test anxiety
decreases performance, so the actual performance can be obscured by
test anxiety. The second group was told that the test is a valid
intelligence test and it is not affected by test anxiety in any way. For the
third group, the intelligence test is told to be evaluative, but they did not
receive instructions about the test anxiety. For the fourth group, the test
is not evaluative (it is not presented as a valid intelligence test) and they
did not received instruction about the test anxiety. The results showed
that high test-anxious students use their test anxiety symptoms in a self-
protective fashion when test anxiety was presented as a factor, which
inhibits performance. When test anxiety was presented as an inert factor
for performance, students reported less anxiety symptoms. Shortly,
students use test anxiety as a self-handicapping strategy when they are
convinced that test anxiety is a plausible and acceptable explanation for
their poor performances. Subsequent researchers point out a positive
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relationship between self-handicapping and test anxiety (Lay, et al.,
1992; Rhodewalt, 1990;/Thomas & Gadbois, 2007).

2.6. Self-Compassion

Self-compassion has been rooted in Eastern philosophy for a very long
time, but it is relatively a recent concept in Western literature (Neff,
2003b). As stated by Neff (2003b), the definition of self-compassion is
derived from the general definition of compassion. Self-compassion
includes three dimensions: (a) self-kindness, (b) common humanity, and
(c) mindfulness. These three dimensions exist as opposites of self-
judgment, isolation and over-identification (Neff, 2003a). Self-kindness
refers to being kind to oneself, when experience failure, incompetence
and suffering rather than being self-judgmental and self-critical. Common
humanity refers to accepting one’s own experience as a part of larger
human experience rather than thinking that | was the only person who
experiences this. Mindfulness refers to being aware of negative thoughts
and feelings, handling them in a balanced manner rather than
exaggerating or overidentifying them (Neff, 2003b).

Self-compassion is introduced as an alternative way of approaching to
the self (Neff, 2003b). Self-esteem has been the most prevalent concept
used as an indicator of healthy representation of the self. However, some
researchers pointed out the drawbacks of self-esteem. High self-esteem
may lead self-regulation failure by setting very high and unrealistic goals
that exceed their capacities, so the possibility of failure increases
(Baumeister, Heatherton & Tice, 1993). A self-focus on self-esteem may
provide less stable feeling of self-worth (Neff & Vonk, 2009), resulted in
selfishness (McMillan, 1994), and lead negative reactions and alienation
from others (Baumeister et al., 2003). In addition, in case of ego-threat, it
may lead violence and aggression (Baumeister, Smart, & Boden, 1996).
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According to Neff (2003a), self-compassion provides positive
psychological outcomes just like self-esteem, but it has fewer
shortcomings when compared to self-esteem. For instance, self-esteem
is affected by others’ performance evaluations or ideal standards;
however, self-compassion is free from evaluative threats because self-
compassion includes a holistic self-evaluation which encompasses
negative and positive sides, accepting these sides as a part of larger
human experience, and behaving kindly to the self (Neff et al., 2005).

Marshall et al. (2015) presented the difference between self-esteem and
self-compassion. According to self-esteem perspective, low self-esteem
is perceived as a very bad characteristic and the need for high self-
esteem is highly emphasized to succeed. In addition, the worthiness of a
man depends on how much he is capable and successful. They added
that rather than inflating the importance of self-esteem for being a
successful person, self-compassion provides an alternative frame in
which all humans are imperfect, and failures, inadequacies, difficult time
periods are parts of human experience. People should show themselves
patience, if it is required, forgive themselves and behave kindly in these
difficult circumstances. In other words, according to self-esteem
perspective, self-worth is based on a condition such as being competent,
intelligent, or successful; however, according to self-compassion

perspective, self-worth is preserved whatever the conditions are.

Neff (2003a) proposed that self-compassionate people transform
negative self-related emotions to positive ones and they do not need to
repress or shelter their inadequacies or weaknesses. They engage in
less self-condemnation because they accept these and pay effort to alter
and develop them. Neff et al. (2005) claimed that if a person approaches
to failure with compassion, s/he does not need to disown or suppress
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negative emotions. Conversely, s/he is willing to accept and experience
these negative emotions so as to let them go. They also suggest that
after a failure, shame and accusation are replaced with compassion with
the idea of imperfect human nature. Similarly, Leary, Tate, Adams, Allen,
and Hancock (2007) found that self-compassionate people monitor their
reactions to unpleasant self-relevant events such as failure, rejection,
and embarrassment more successfully. When they face a negative
situation, they experience less negative emotions and they engage in
less maladaptive rumination; they accept their responsibilities in these
negative situations. In addition, rather than criticizing themselves harshly,

they evaluate their actual performances.

Some personal features may affect self-compassion level of individuals.
Literature pointed out a significant relationship between gender and self-
compassion, and it was consistently found that females have lower self-
compassion level (Neff 2003a, Neff et al., 2005, Neff & Vonk, 2009).
Similarly, a recent meta-analysis including 88 different study samples
showed that men are more self-compassionate than women (Yarnell et
al., 2015). As for age, Neff and Vonk (2009) found out that self-
compassion increase with aging. However, in another study, Neff and
McGeehee (2010) did not detect a significant difference between
adolescents’ and young adults’ self-compassion level (Neff, &
McGeehee, 2010).

Plenty of research indicates that self-compassion is positively associated
with desired outcomes and negatively associated with undesired
outcomes (Petersen, 2014). Research studies indicate that self-
compassion is positively associated with psychological health (Neff,
2011; Neff, Rude, & Kirkpatrick, 2007), psychological well-being (Allen,
Goldwasser & Leary, 2012; Bluth & Blanton, 2014; Hollis-Walker &
Colosimo, 2011; Neff & McGeehee, 2010; Neff, Pisitsungkagarn, &

49



Hsieh, 2008; Woo Kyeong, 2013), improvement in body satisfaction
(Albertson, Neff, & Dill-Shackleford, 2015), life satisfaction (Neff, 2003a),
agreeableness, extraversion, openness, and conscientiousness (Hollis-
Walker & Colosimo, 2011), emotional intelligence (Heffernan, Quinn
Griffin, McNulty, & Fitzpatrick, 2010), social connectedness and secure
attachment style (Neff & McGeehee, 2010), self-efficacy (iskender,
2009), perceived competence, adaptive motivational patterns (Neff et al.,
2005), and self-esteem (Barry, Loflin, & Doucette, 2015; Neff & Vonk,
2009). Moreover, Marshall et al. (2015) examined the predictor role of
self-compassion, self-esteem and their interaction regarding the mental
health in an adolescent sample and they found that self-compassion has
a moderator role between self-esteem and mental health. When a person
is highly self-compassionate, low self-esteem has a little effect on his/her
mental health. In other words, self-compassion lessens the direct

association between low self-esteem and poor mental health.

Furthermore, the study conducted by Neff, Rude, and Kirkpatrick (2007)
revealed significant positive correlations between self-compassion and
self-reported measures of happiness, optimism, positive affect, wisdom,
personal initiative, curiosity and exploration, agreeableness, extroversion,
and conscientiousness. In addition, self-compassion has positive effects
on relationship maintenance and satisfaction. Researchers have found
that with the moderation of conscientiousness, more self-compassionate
males, who are highly conscientious, pay more effort to correct their
relational mistakes and they are more satisfied with their relationships.
The same patterns were valid for women regardless of their
conscientiousness level (Baker & McNulty, 2011).

As aforementioned, self-compassion is inversely associated with
negative psychological constructs. The results of the meta-analysis
including 20 studies revealed a strong negative association between self-
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compassion and psychopathology indicators namely depression, anxiety
and stress (MacBeth & Gumley, 2012). Similarly, in the study conducted
by Pauley and McPherson (2010), participants reported that self-
compassion is useful in dealing with depression and anxiety. Self-
compassion was negatively correlated with negative affect (Neff et al.,
2007), rumination (Neff, 2003a), fear of failure (Neff et al., 2005),
neuroticism (Hollis-Walker & Colosimo, 2011; Neff et al., 2007),
dysfunctional attitudes (iskender, 2011), anxiety (Neff et al., 2005),
personal fable (believing the uniqueness of own experiences) (Neff &
McGehee, 2010), and vulnerable narcissism and aggression (Barry et al.,
2015). It is also a negative predictor of eating disorder pathology (Kelly,
Vimalakanthan & Carter, 2014), and it can be regarded as antidote of
self-pity (Neff et al., 2005). In short, a growing body of literature yields
that self-compassion has positive effects on physical and psychological

functioning.

Self-compassion also provides valuable information within academic
context, although it is not directly correlated with GPA (Neff et al., 2005).
Self-compassion has a facilitative role in learning by precluding
unfavorable effect of negative self-evaluation and providing more
adaptive motivational pattern (Neff et al., 2005). Neff et al. (2005)
revealed that self-compassion is positively correlated with mastery goal
orientation in which students determine their own standards with the
desire for learning and mastering a new material that they were curious
about. Their study also yielded up a negative correlation between self-
compassion and two types of performance goal orientations
(performance approach and performance avoidant) in which students act
according to standards designated by others with the purpose of
preserving or augmenting self-worth. More specifically, the negative
correlation is stronger for performance avoidant goal orientation (avoiding

to perform more poorly than others with the fear of being labeled as
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unintelligent or incompetent) than performance approach goal orientation
(striving for outperforming others). In addition to these, their study also
revealed that more self-compassionate students have higher perceived
competence and less fear of failure.

Self-compassionate people handle failure situation with a more balanced
perspective. Rather than denying their own responsibility, they accept
their failure and related negative emotions with the awareness that these
are parts of imperfect human nature. In this way, they are more able to
see the failure as an opportunity for self-improvement and learning new
things rather than seeing failure as an indicator of diminishing self-worth
(Neff et al., 2005)

As aforementioned, according to self-compassion perspective, both the
possibility of failure and the actual failure situation are not perceived as
threats to ego and self-worth, but according to self-handicapping
perspective, they are ego threats, which may result in a decrement of
self-worth. Low self-compassionate people may try to preserve their self-
image by avoiding situations when they perceive higher possibility of
failure for not getting labeled as incompetent or they may augment their
self-image by trying to proof their superiority with outperforming others
(Neff et al., 2005). With the light of these knowledge, it was expected a
negative association between self-compassion and self-handicapping.

Unfortunately, very few studies investigated this association.

Petersen (2014) revealed that self-compassion was inversely related to
self-handicapping and sandbagging, and it is a negative significant
predictor for both types of self-protection strategies, and self-compassion
explained 3% of the variance in self-handicapping. Moreover, a recent
study conducted by Akin and Akin (2015) examined the role of self-
compassion in predicting self-handicapping with a Turkish university
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student sample. Their study result showed that 51% of the variance in
self-handicapping was explained by self-compassion. Self-judgment,
isolation and over-identification were found as positive predictors,
whereas common humanity was found as a negative predictor of self-

handicapping.

2.7. Summary of the Literature

In a highly achievement oriented educational settings, identifying and
removing obstacles to success is important for increasing students
achievement. The literature was reviewed based on one of these
obstacles, which is called self-handicapping in which students create or
claimed impediment to their successful performance in order to protect
their positive self-image. The reviewed literature started with the definition
of the self-handicapping concept and continued with the antecedents and
types of it. Although the types of self-handicapping were not used in the
current study, behavioral self-handicapping and self-reported
handicapping were explained and exemplified in order to understand the
pre-existing researches. The review also involved the short term and long
term consequences of self-handicapping on students’ well-being and
academic performances. Moreover, as important correlates of self-
handicapping, gender, self-esteem, procrastination, test- anxiety and self-
compassion were explained respectively. The whole reviewed literature
helped the researcher justify the significance of the study and give
direction to the methodology of the current study.
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CHAPTER I

METHOD

This chapter presents information about the method of the study. The
overall design of the study, research question, operational definitions of
the predictor and outcome variables, participants of the study, six data
collection instruments (Appendix A), data collection procedures, data

analysis and limitations are explained.

3.1. Research Design

Correlational research design was used in the present study. In
correlational research studies, the relationships among variables are
examined without any attempt to influence them (Fraenkel & Wallen,
2006). The purpose of the study was to examine the role of gender, self-
esteem, procrastination, test anxiety, and self-compassion in predicting
college students’ self-handicapping. Hierarchical Regression Analysis
was conducted to evaluate how well gender, self-esteem, procrastination,
test anxiety, and self-compassion predicted the variation in university
students’ self-handicapping.

3.2. Research Question

The following research question has been investigated in the present
study.
How well do gender, self-esteem, procrastination, test anxiety, and
self-compassion predict the variation in university students’ self-
handicapping?
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3.3. Participants

All Turkish undergraduate students constituted the target population,
whereas METU students constituted the accessible population of the
current study. Participants were recruited by using convenience sampling
method. 850 data collection instruments were administered in classes.
However, 49 students who did not fill the scales properly were excluded
and the study carried out with 801 undergraduate students. Demographic
information of the participants was summarized in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1

Demographic Information of the Participants of the Main Study

N % M SD

Gender

Female 404 50.4

Male 397 49.6
Faculty

Faculty of Engineering 372 46.4

Faculty of Education 287 35.8

Faculty of Economics and

Administrative Sciences & o

Faculty of Arts and Science 59 7.4

Faculty of Architecture 4 0.5
Grade

1% grade 201 31.3

2" grade 268 335

3" grade 135 16.9

4™ grade 134 16.7

5" grade 6 0.7
CGPA 2.75 0.62
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Eight hundred and one voluntary undergraduate students from 38
different departments participated voluntarily in the study. Four hundred
and four (50.4%) of the participants were female, 397 (49.6%) of them
were male. Three hundred seventy two (46.4%) of them were from
Faculty of Engineering; 287 (35.8%) of them were from Faculty of
Education; 78 (9.7%) of them were from Faculty of Economics and
Administrative Sciences; 59 (7.4%) of them were from Faculty of Arts and
Science; 4 (0.5%) of them were from Faculty of Architecture, and 1
(0.1%) of them did not specify their faculties. Two hundred and one
(31.3%) of them were 1% grade, 268 (33.5%) of them were 2" grade, 135
(16.9%) of them were 3™ grade, 134 (16.7%) of them were 4" grade, and
6 (0.7%) of them were 5™ grade students. Participants’ cumulative grade
point average (GPA) ranged from 0.33 to 4.00 with a mean of 2.75 (SD =
0.62).

3.4. Data Collection Instruments

In this study, six data collection instruments were utilized. These were:
Self-handicapping Scale, Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, Tuckman
Procrastination Scale, Anxiety subscale of Academic Emotions
Questionnaire, Self-Compassion Scale, and demographic information

form.

In order to test whether data collection instruments properly worked for
university students, the pilot study was conducted. The instruments were
administered to 450 METU students. However 57 students did not fill the
data collection instruments properly and they were excluded. The pilot
study was conducted with the data gathered from the remaining 393
volunteer participants who filled the scales properly. Demographic
information of the pilot study participants was summarized in Table 3.2.
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Table 3.2
Demographic Information of the Participants of the Pilot Study

N % M SD

Gender

Female 184 46.8

Male 208 52.9
Faculty

Faculty of Arts and Science 132 33.6

Faculty of Engineering 117 29.8

Faculty of Education 63 16.0

Faculty of Economics and

Administrative Sciences 43 109

Faculty of Architecture 12 3.1
Grade

1% grade 93 23.7

2" grade 73 18.6

3" grade 123 313

4™ grade 83 21.1

5" grade 11 2.8
CGPA 2.68 0.52

A hundred and eighty four (46.8%) of the students were female and 208
(52.9%) of them were male. One (0.3%) student did not specify her/his
gender. A hundred and thirty two (33.6%) of them were from of Arts and
Science; 117 (29.8%) of them were from Faculty of Engineering; 63
(16%) of them were from Faculty of Education; 43 (10.9%) of them were
from Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences; 12 (3.1%) of
them were from Faculty of Architecture, and 26 (6.6%) of them did not
specify their faculties. Ninety three (23.7%) of them were 1! grade, 73
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(18.6%) of them were 2™ grade, 123 (31.3%) of them were 3" grade, 83
(21.1) of them were 4" grade, and 11 (2.8%) of them were 5" grade
students, and 10 (2.5%) of them did not specify their grades. Participants’
cumulative grade point average (GPA) ranged from 1.20 to 4.00 with a
mean of 2.68 (SD = 0.52).

Confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to test the factor structures
of the scales used in the present research. These analyses were
performed using Analysis of Moment Structures 18.0. The goodness-of-fit
index (GFl), the adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI), comparative fit
index (CFIl), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) which is an non-normed fit index,
and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) were selected
as evaluation criteria. The value of GFI, AGFI, CFI statistics can be in a
range of 0.00 to 1.00, and values greater than .90 indicate a good model
fit (MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996). In addition, the values of
RMSEA in the range of 0.00 to 0.05 indicate a good fit, the values in the
range of 0.05 to 0.08 indicate fair fit, and the values in the range of 0.08
and 0.10 indicate mediocre fit, and values greater than 0.10 indicate
unacceptable fit (MacCallum, Widaman, Preacher, & Hong, 2001, p.621).

3.4.1. Self-handicapping scale

Self-Handicapping Scale (SHS), developed by Jones and Rhodewalt
(1982), is a 25-item self-report measure. ltems are in the form of
statement and rated on a 6-point scale with anchor points labeled:
Disagree very much (0), disagree pretty much (1), disagree a little (2),
agree a little (3), agree pretty much (4), and agree very much (5). There
were eight reverse coded items (item 3, 5, 6, 10, 13, 20, 22, and 23).
SHS includes items such as “When something important is coming up,

like an exam or a job interview, | try to get as much sleep as possible the
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night before.”, “I sometimes enjoy being mildly ill for a day or two
because it takes off the pressure.” Rhodewalt (1990) found internal
consistency reliability coefficient as .79 and the test-retest reliability
coefficient as .74 for the scale. Akin (2012) adapted the scale into
Turkish and found that all items were loaded on a single factor. The
internal consistency reliability coefficient of the scale was found as .90
and the test-retest reliability coefficient was found as .94 for the Turkish

version of the scale (Akin; 2012).

Single factor structure was proposed for Self-Handicapping scale by
researchers. Confirmatory Factor analysis was conducted to test how
well the single factor model fit the data gathered from the sample of the
current study. The first run of CFA for the Self-Handicapping Scale
resulted in an inadequate model fit (x* (393, 275) = 1091.50, GFl = .78,
AGFI = .74, TLI = .37, CFl = .42, and RMSEA = .09). Hence, in order to
improve the model, the modification indices (i.e., error covariance) of
errors were checked and highest values were detected (Arbuckle, 1999).
It was found that the pairs with high error covariances were €5 - €6, €3 -
€6, €2 - €3, €3 - €5, €2 - €6. The items of these pairs were checked in
terms of similarity of the contexts. Then, analysis was run again after
connecting the related error pairs in the model. Second model resulted an
acceptable fit for the single factor model (x? (393, 270) = 798.86, GF| =
.85, AGFI = .82, TLI = .59, CFI = .93, and RMSEA = .07). In the current
study, reliability estimates for the scale was calculated by using
Cronbach’s alpha and it was found as .74.

3.4.2. Rosenberg self-esteem scale

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES) was developed by Rosenberg
(1965) to measure global self-esteem. It is a unidimensional, 10-item
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self-report measure. Items, which are in the form of statement, are rated
on a Guttman-type scale with 4 anchor points labeled: Strongly disagree
(1), disagree (2), agree (3), strongly agree (4). RSES includes items such
as ‘I feel that | am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with
others.”, ‘I certainly feel useless at times.” The scale includes five
positive and five negative items. Reversed items are 3, 5, 8, 9, and 10.
Two-week test-retest reliability coefficients of the RSES were found as r
= .85 and .88 (Rosenberg, 1979; as cited in Chubb, Fertman & Ross,
1997, p. 120). Turkish adaptation of the scale was done by Cuhadaroglu
(1985). The correlation between psychiatric interview scores and RSES

scores was found as .71 (Cuhadaroglu, 1985).

Single factor structure was proposed for original and Turkish version of
the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale by the researchers (Rosenberg, 1965;
Cuhadaroglu, 1985). CFA was conducted to test how well the single
factor model for Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale would fit the data. The
first run of CFA for Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale resulted in an
inadequate model fit (x* (393, 35) = 323.682, GFI = .85, AGFI = .76, TLI
= .80, CFl = .84, and RMSEA = .15). Hence, in order to improve the
model, the modification indices (i.e., error covariance) of errors were
checked and highest values were detected (Arbuckle, 1999). It was found
that the pairs with high error covariances were €9 — €10, €6 — €7, €8 — €9,
€1 — €2. The items of these pairs were checked in terms of similarity of
the contexts. Then, analysis was run again after connecting the related
error pairs in the model. The second model resulted in a fair fit for the
single factor model (x? (393, 31) = 85.92, GFIl = .96, AGFI = .92, TLI =
.96, CFl =. 97, and RMSEA = .07). In order to test the reliability of the

RSES, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated and found as .89.
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3.4.3. Tuckman procrastination scale

Tuckman Procrastination Scale (TPS) was developed by Tuckman in
1991 to determine the procrastination tendency of college students. The
single-factor instrument includes 16-items which are rated on a 4 point
scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (4). TPS
includes items such as “I postpone starting in on things | don’t like to do”;
“When | have a deadline, | wait till the last minute.” In the original study
Tuckman (1991) found the Cronbach’s alpha as .86. In a more recent
study it was found as .91 (Tuckman, 2007).

Turkish translation and adaptation of Tuckman Procrastination Scale was
conducted by (Uzun-Ozer, Sagkes, & Tuckman, 2013). Since two items
were removed from the scale in the adaptation study, Turkish version of
the TPS includes 14 items. In addition, Uzun-Ozer, (2010) added a
middle “unsure” response to the rating scale in order to increase the
variability of scores and reliability estimates. New rating scale has 5
anchor points labeled: Strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), unsure (3),
agree (4), strongly agree (5). There were four reverse coded items (item
7, 10, 12, and 14). The Cronbach’s alpha for the Turkish version was
found to be .90 (Uzun-Ozer et al., 2013).

Single factor structure was proposed for original and Turkish version of
the Tuckman Procrastination Scale by the researchers (Tuckman, 1991;
Uzun-Ozer et al., 2013). CFA was conducted to test how well the single
factor model for Tuckman Procrastination Scale would fit the data. The
first run of CFA for Tuckman Procrastination Scale resulted in an
inadequate model fit (x> (393, 77) = 354.83, GFl = .88, AGFI =.83, TLI =
.87, CFl = .89, and RMSEA = .10). Hence, in order to improve the model,
the modification indices (i.e., error covariance) of errors were checked
and highest values were detected (Arbuckle, 1999). It was found that the
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pairs with high error covariances were €1 — €3, €11 — €13, €6 — €8, €12 —
€14. The items of these pairs were checked in terms of similarity of the
contexts. Then, a further analysis was run after connecting the related
error pairs in the model. The second model resulted in a fair fit for the
single factor model (x? (393, 73) = 216.19, GFI = .93, AGFI = .90, TLI =
93, CFl = .94, and RMSEA = .07). In addition, Cronbach’s alpha was
found as .93 as a reliability coefficient of the scale.

3.4.4. Anxiety subscale of academic emotions questionnaire

Academic Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ) was developed by Pekrun,
Goetz, Titz, and Perry (2002). In this study, only anxiety subscale was
used. The anxiety subscale of AEQ consists of 8 items. Items are in the
form of statement and rated on a 5-point scale with anchor points labeled:
Almost never (1), rarely (2), sometimes (3), usually (4), and almost
always (5). The subscale includes items such as “When taking tests, | get
so nervous | wish | could skip this test’, “I felt sick to my stomach when
taking tests”. There is no reverse item in the scale. Cronbach’s alpha
reliability value of this subscale was found to be .92 (Pekrun et al., 2002).
Anxiety dimension of Academic Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ) was
adapted to Turkish by Capa-Aydin and Emmioglu (2008). The reliability
estimate was reported as .87 for anxiety dimension for the Turkish

version.

CFA was conducted to test how well the single factor model for the
anxiety subscale of Academic Emotions Questionnaire would fit the data.
The first run of CFA for the anxiety subscale of Academic Emotions
Questionnaire resulted in an inadequate model fit (x* (393, 14) = 229.07,
GFI = .84, AGFI = .68, TLI = .72, CFI = .82, and RMSEA = .20). Hence, in
order to improve the model, the modification indices (i.e., error
covariance) of errors were checked and highest values were detected

(Arbuckle, 1999). It was found that the pairs with high error covariances

62



were €6 — €7, €1 — €2, €1 — €7, €2 — €6, €1 - €6. The items of these pairs
were checked in terms of similarity of the contexts. Then, analysis was
run again after connecting the related error pairs in the model. The
second model resulted in a mediocre fit for the single factor model (x?
(393, 9) =48.02, GFI = .97, AGFI = .90, TLI = .92, CFl = .97, and RMSEA
=.10). In addition, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated as .85 as a reliability

coefficient of the scale.

3.4.5. The self-compassion scale

The Self-Compassion Scale (SCS) was developed to measure self-
compassion by Neff (2003a). SCS is 26-item self-report measure. ltems
are in the form of statement (i.e. “When things are going badly for me, |
see the difficulties as part of life that everyone goes through”, and “When
I'm going through a very hard time, | give myself the caring and
tenderness | need”) and statements are rated on a 5-point scale with
anchor points labeled: Almost never (1), occasionally (2), about half of
the time (3), fairly often (4), almost always (5). There were eleven
reverse coded items (item 1, 3, 5, 7, 10, 12, 15, 17, 19, 22, and 23). SCS
has six subscales, which are self-kindness, self-judgment, and
awareness of common humanity, isolation, mindfulness and over-
identification. For the overall scale, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .92,
and for the subscales Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were .78, .77, .80,
.79, .75, .81 respectively. Test-retest reliability coefficient for the overall
scale was .93, and for the subscales .88, .88, .80, .85, .85, .88,
respectively (Neff, 2003a). SCS was adapted to Turkish by Deniz, Kesici,
and Sumer (2008). In the Turkish version, items were loaded on a single
factor. Since the two items, which have item total correlation less than
.30, removed, Turkish version includes 24 items. Internal consistency
coefficient and the test-retest reliability coefficient of the scale were found

as .89 and .83 respectively for the Turkish version (Deniz et al., 2008).
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Neff (2003a) proposed six factor structures namely self-kindness, self-
judgment, common humanity, isolation, mindfulness, and over-
identification for the original version of the Self-Compassion scale.
However, for the Turkish version, Deniz, Kesici and Sumer (2008)
proposed a single factor structure. CFA was conducted on 24 items to

test the single factor structure of the Self-Compassion Scale.

The first run of CFA for the Self-Compassion Scale resulted in an
inadequate model fit (x* (393, 252) = 1479.89, GFIl = .67, AGFI = .61, TLI
= .61, CFl =. 64, and RMSEA = .11). Hence, in order to improve the
model, the modification indices (i.e., error covariance) of errors were
checked and highest values were detected (Arbuckle, 1999). It was found
that the pairs with high error covariances were €19 — €21, €6 — €9, €17 —
€23, €12 — €17, €12 — €23, €21 — €24, €4 — €11, €2 — €6, €12 — €24. The
items of these pairs were checked in terms of similarity of the contexts.
Then, analysis was run again after connecting the related error pairs in
the model. The second model resulted in a mediocre fit for the single
factor model (x2 (393, 243) = 880.27, GFI = .80, AGFI = .75, TLI = .79,
CFl = .82, and RMSEA = .08). Moreover, Cronbach’s alpha was found as
.91 as a reliability coefficient of the scale in the current study.

3.4.6. Demographic information form

Demographic information form includes questions about gender,
department, grade level, and CGPA.

3.5. Data Collection Procedures

In order to meet the ethical standards in conducting research, necessary
forms for the Ethics Committee of the Middle East Technical University
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were prepared. The committee members examined the study and
confirmed that this study met ethical standards. After taking the approval
of the ethics committee, the researcher took permission from the faculty
members in order to collect data during class hours. Researcher created
a weekly plan for data collection. Data were gathered in three weeks by
researcher. The participation to the study was based on willingness of the
students. The researcher explained the purpose of the study and the
emphasized the anonymity in order to increase the comfort level of
participants in answering the question. Then, informed consents were
distributed to volunteer participants. After gathering informed consents,
data collection instruments were administered during regular class hours.

The administration took about 10-15 minutes.

3.6. Description of Variables

In this section, predictor variables (gender, self-esteem, procrastination,
test anxiety, and self-compassion) and the outcome variable (self-
handicapping) are explained.

3.6.1. Predictor variables

Gender: A categorical variable with categories of (1) female and (2)
male.

Self-Esteem: The mean scores as measured by the Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Scale.

Procrastination: The mean scores as measured by the Tuckman
Procrastination Scale.

Test Anxiety: The mean scores as measured by the Anxiety subscale of
Academic Emotions Questionnaire.

Self-Compassion: The mean scores as measured by Self-Compassion
Scale
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3.6.2. Dependent variable

Self-Handicapping: The mean scores as measured by Self-
Handicapping Scale

3.7. Data Analysis

Prior to analyses of pilot and major data, erroneous entries and missing
values were checked. Confirmatory factor analyses were conducted for
Self-Handicapping Scale, Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, Tuckman
Procrastination Scale, Anxiety subscale of Academic Emotions
Questionnaire, and Self-Compassion Scale and results of each CFA was
reported under the heading of each scale in the method section. These
analyses were performed using Analysis of Moment Structures 4.0
(AMOS; Arbuckle, 1999). The goodness-of-fit index (GFl), the adjusted
goodness-of-fit index (AGFI), comparative fit index (CFl), Tucker-Lewis
index (TLI) which is a non-normed fit index, and the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA) were selected as evaluation criteria. The
value of GFI, AGFI, CFI statistics can be in a range of 0.00 to 1.00, and
values greater than .90 indicate a good model fit (MacCallum et al.,
1996). In addition, the values of RMSEA in the range of 0.00 to 0.05
indicate a good fit, the values in the range of 0.05 to 0.08 indicate fair fit,
and the values in the range of 0.08 and 0.10 indicate mediocre fit, and
values greater than 0.10 indicate unacceptable fit (MacCallum et al.,
2001, p.621). In addition, reliability estimates for the scales were
calculated by using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. Reliability coefficient of
.70 or higher is regarded as acceptable (Nunnaly & Bernstein, 1994).

Hierarchical Regression Analysis was conducted to evaluate how well
gender, self-esteem, procrastination, test anxiety, and self-compassion
predicted the variation in university students’ self-handicapping by using
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IBM SPSS 22. Prior to the analysis of data, assumptions for the multiple
regression analysis as stated by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) (sample
size, normally distributed errors, homoscedasticity, independent errors,
linearity, multicollinerarity, influential observations) were checked and all

the assumptions were met.

While conducting hierarchical regression analysis, researchers preferred
to use mean scores rather than total scores of the scales due to the
concerns about the missing data, although the current study had less
than 5% of missing data. If there were no missing data, conducting
analysis with mean score or total score would not create any significant
difference. However, when there are missing data in the calculation of
total score, the value of missing data are taken as zero and the total
score is affected. Although the mean score has restricted variability
range, it is not affected from the missing data. The significance level was
determined as .05.

In the hierarchical regression analysis, variables were entered to the
model according to their significance emphasized in the literature. Due to
the fact that researches pointed out a salient gender difference in
people’s self-handicapping tendencies (Brown & Kimble, 2009; Hirt &
McCrea, 2009), in the first step, gender was entered to the model. In the
second step, self-esteem, which is considered as the central factor in
describing self-handicapping (Harris & Snyder, 1986; Warner & Moore,
2004), was added to the model. In the third step, procrastination that
share common elements with self-handicapping (Beck et al., 2000;
Ferrari & Tice, 2000; Lay et al., 1992), was entered. In the fourth step,
test anxiety, which is considered as a significant correlates (Smith et al.,
1982), was added to the model. In the last step, self-compassion, which
is relatively new and less investigated but a considerable contributer to
self-handicapping, was added to the model (Akin & Akin, 2015; Petersen,
2014).
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Based on the literature, this study proposed a model in order to explain
the self-handicapping concept. In this model self-handicapping (Y) was
predicted by gender (X, self-esteem (X), procrastination (Xs), test
anxiety (X4) and self-compassion (Xs). The formulation of the model was:
Y = Bo + B1Xq+ BaXot+ BaXz+ BaXyt BsXs+ €

3.8. Limitations of the Study

There were some limitations of this study. The first limitation was sample
selection procedure. In this study, participants were selected by using
convenience sampling. Random sampling, which is required for
generalizability of the result, cannot be achieved because university
administration limits the accessibility of students’ IDs and e-mails. The
second limitation of the present study was the type of the measurement.
In this study self-report measures were utilized. However, collecting data
from participants’ instructors and peers would have provided
supplementary data for students’ self-handicapping. The third limitation
was using the adapted version of the Self-Handicapping Scale. Although
confirmatory factor analysis of the scale produced an acceptable fit and
an acceptable reliability coefficient, they were not in in the range of good
fit and high reliability. The fourth limitation was cross-sectional survey
design. In this study, data were collected at one point in time. In certain
times, such as just before the exams, students may have higher
inclination to self-handicapping, procrastination and test anxiety.
Therefore, the data collection time might affect the students’ responses.
In this regard, longitudinal studies may reveal more comprehensive
information related to the motivation of students. The fifth and final
limitation of the study was social desirability bias. Although the data were
collected based on the anonymity rules, social desirability bias might
have affected the participants’ actual responses.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

In this chapter, the results of the study are presented in six sections. The
first section includes preliminary analysis. The second section presents
descriptive statistics of the major study variables. The third section gives
information about the correlations among variables. The fourth section
explains assumption checks for statistical analyses. The last section
presents the results of the main analysis.

4.1. Preliminary Analysis

Prior to the analyses of pilot and main study, data were controlled in
order to find out erroneous entries. Minimum and maximum values,
frequencies of study variables were checked and entries, which were not
in the range of possible values, were corrected. Missing values were
computed and it was found that missing values were less than 5%.
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) proposed that 5% or less missing values
did not lead serious errors and yielded similar results. For this reason,

missing value analysis was not run in the present study.

4.2. Descriptive Statistics for the Major Study Variables

In order to describe the outcome variable (self-handicapping) and
predictor variables (self-esteem, procrastination, test anxiety and self-

compassion), mean, standard deviation, min and max scores of each

variable were summarized in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1
Descriptive Statistics for the Major Study Variables

Variables M SD Min Max
Self-handicapping 219 0.50 0 5
Self-esteem 3.10 0.55 1 4
Procrastination 3.04 0.82 1 5
Test anxiety 2.20 0.75 1 5
Self-compassion 3.12 0.62 1 5

The mean score of self-handicapping was 2.19 with a standard deviation
of 0.50. The mean score of self-esteem was 3.10 with a standard
deviation of 0.55. The mean score of the procrastination was 3.04 with a
standard deviation of 0.82. The mean score of test anxiety was 2.2 with a
standard deviation of 0.75. The mean score of self-compassion was 3.12

with a standard deviation of 0.62.

4.3. Correlation Matrix of the Major Study Variables

Table 4.2 summarized the intercorrelation of major study variables by
using Pearson correlation coefficient. All correlations were significant.
The highest correlation coefficient (r = .63) was found between self-
handicapping and procrastination; the lowest correlation coefficient (r =
.22) was found between test anxiety and procrastination.
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Table 4.2
Correlation Matrix of the Major Study Variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5
Self-handicapping 1.00

Self-esteem -.55*  1.00

Procrastination .63* -36* 1.00

Test anxiety 49*  -42¢ 22  1.00
Self-compassion -55* 62 -36* -42¢
*p<.05

4.4. Assumption Checks for the Statistical Analyses

Before the analysis, assumptions for the multiple regression analysis,
sample size, normally distributed errors, homoscedasticity, independent
errors, linearity, multicollinearity, influential observations, were checked
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

The rule of thumb proposed by Green (1991) stated that sample size
should be as: N =2 50 + 8m (where m is the number of predictors).
According to this criterion, the sample size of the study was adequate
(801 = 50 + 48). The normally distributed errors were checked by
histogram and p-p plot of residuals. The results indicated that errors were
normally distributed. Figure 4.1 represents a belly-shaped, normal
distribution of errors and Figure 4.2 represents that there was no

deviation from the straight line.
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Dependent Variable: selfhandicapping
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Figure 4.1. Histogram for self-handicapping
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Figure 4.2. P-P plot for self-handicapping
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Homoscedasticity assumption accepts that the independent variables’
standard deviations of errors equal for all scores of dependent variables
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Homoscedasticity assumption can be
checked by scatter plot and a random array of dots evenly scattered
around zero in the scatterplot is required for homoscedasticity (Field,
2009). The scatterplot did not display a very clear pattern and dots

scattered evenly as shown in Figure 4.3, so this assumption was met.

Dependent Variable: selfhandicapping

o

Regression Standardized Residual

-4

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Figure 4.3. Scatter plot for self-handicapping

Independent error assumption implies that the residuals do not follow a
pattern from case to case and the residuals should be uncorrelated. This
assumption was checked by Durbin-Watson value that should be
between 1 and 3 (Field, 2009). The Durbin-Watson value was found as

2.0; therefore, the independence of residuals assumption was met.

Multicollinearity was checked by variance inflation factor (VIF) and
tolerance, which reveal whether a strong relationship exists between
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predictor variables (Field, 2009). All of the VIF values were smaller than
4, and tolerance values were more than 0.20 as shown in Table 4.3;

thus, there was no multicollinearity (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Table 4.3
Tolerance and VIF Values of Predictor Variables for Multicollinearity

Variables Tolerance VIF
Gender .95 1.06
Self-esteem 57 1.75
Procrastination .83 1.20
Test anxiety .76 1.32
Self-compassion .56 1.74

Influential observation assumption was checked by Cook’s distance test,
which measure the overall influence of a case on the model (Field, 2009).
All Cook’s values were less than 1, so no outlier was detected (Cook &
Weisberg, 1982).

Each participant filled in the scales on their own during regular class
hours and the data were delivered to the researcher by the volunteer
participants from each class upon the completion of the scales.
Therefore, it was assumed that independent observation assumption was
not violated.

4.5. Results of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis
Hierarchical Regression Analysis was conducted to evaluate how well
gender, self-esteem, procrastination, test anxiety, and self-compassion

predicted college students’ self-handicapping. Table 4.4 summarized the

findings of hierarchical multiple regression analysis.
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Table 4.4

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting

Self-Handicapping

Variable B SEB 8 t s R AF
Model 1 .01 5.16
Gender -08 .04 -08 -227 .01

Model 2 30  340.56
Self-esteem -50 .03 -55 -18.45 .30

Model 3 22 360.55
Procrastination 31 .02 50 1899 22

Model 4 .06 107.77
Test anxiety 18 .02 27 10.38 .06

Model 5 .02 33.24
Self-compassion -.14 .02 -17 -577 .02

*p< .05

In the first step, gender was entered into the model. The results indicated
that the model is significant and gender explained the 1 % variance in
self-handicapping, AR? = .01, AF (1, 798) = 5.16, p < .05. In the second
block, self-esteem was entered as predictor. Addition of the predictor
resulted in a significant increase in the explained variance. The second
model was also significant and explained the 30% variance in self-
handicapping, AR?= .30, AF (1, 797) = 340.56, p < .05. In the third block,
procrastination was added and resulted in a significant model with 22%
increase in explained variance, AR? = .22, AF (1, 796) = 360.55, p < .05.
In the fourth block, test anxiety was entered and resulted in a significant
model in which test anxiety explained 6% of the variance, AR? = .06, AF
(1, 795) = 107.77, p < .05. In the last block, self-compassion is entered
and resulted in a significant model, and explained 2% of the variance in
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self-handicapping, AR? = .02, AF (1, 794) = 33.24, p < .05. The model
clearly indicated that all of the predictor variables contributed to self-
handicapping significantly. The overall model explained the 61% of the
variance in self-handicapping whereas semi-partial variance of gender,
self-esteem, procrastination, test anxiety, and self-compassion were 1%,
30%, 22%, 6%, and %2 respectively.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

5.1. Discussion of the Findings

This study aimed to examine how well gender, self-esteem,
procrastination, test anxiety, and self-compassion predict the variation in
university students’ self-handicapping. The results indicated that all of the
predictor variables significantly contribute to explaining self-handicapping
and explained 61 % of the variance for the variation in university
students’ self-handicapping. Semi-partial variance of gender, self-esteem
procrastination, test anxiety, and self-compassion were found as 1%,
30%, 22%, 6%, and %2, respectively. The directions and predictor power
of each variable were discussed in the following sections.

5.1.1. Gender and self-handicapping

According to the finding of this study, gender was found a significant
predictor that explained 1% of the variance in trait self-handicapping. To
be more specific, the female students’ self-handicapping tendency was
higher than the male students.

The finding of this study should be heedfully compared to other studies
because the majority of the studies which examined gender differences in
relation to self-handicapping focused on the behavioral self-handicapping
type and they revealed an apparent male dominance (Berglas & Jones,
1978; Hirt et al., 1991; Rhodewalt & Davison, 1986). Female students

generally do not prefer to engage in behavioral self-handicapping
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(Baumeister et al., 1985; Berglas & Jones, 1978; Harris & Snyder, 1986;
Hirt et al., 1991; Hirt et al., 2000; Kimble & Hirt, 2005) or their behavioral

self-handicapping tendency is lower than the males (Brown et al., 2012).

Different from the behavioral self-handicapping, studies of gender in
relation to the trait self-handicapping do not yield consistent findings. The
finding of this study is parallel with the studies that revealed females have
higher trait self-handicapping when compared to males (Elliot & Church,
2003; Warner & Moore, 2004), whereas it is contradictory with the studies
that found gender as an insignificant predictor (Martin & Brawley, 2002;
Zuckerman & Tsai, 2005).

At first glance, the finding of this study seems interesting because the
reality of females’ not generally engaging in behavioral self-handicapping
may create an expectation of low level of trait self-handicapping. This
contradiction may originate from the types of behavior that was chosen
as a self-handicapping strategy. Although behavioral self-handicapping
was operationalized by engaging in a single behavior, trait self-
handicapping includes several behaviors, emotions, thoughts, and
features. Choosing performance inhibiting options (Berglas & Jones,
1978; Brown et al.,, 2012; Brown & Kimble, 2009) in front of others,
consuming alcohol (Tucker et al., 1981), reduction of effort (Baumeister
et al., 1985; Harris & Snyder, 1986; Hirt et al., 1991; Hirt et al., 2000;
Kimble et al., 1998; Kimble & Hirt, 2005) may be too risky behaviors,
which decrease their performance for females. Females are less likely to
take risks than males (Byrnes & Miller, 1999). In addition, females give
more value to effort than males and they do not prefer reduction of effort
as a self-handicapping strategy (McCrea et al., 2008). In short, women do
not engage in certain types of behavior as a self-handicapping strategy
but still they may have higher inclination to create or claim impediment to
successful performance to protect their self-concepts.
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One of the possible explanations for females’ greater tendency to trait
self-handicapping is related with how they evaluate themselves.
According to “looking-glass self’ concept, self-evaluation depends on how
others see themselves. Women have greater concerns and sensitivity to
others’ evaluations. They are more vulnerable to interpersonal threats
(Simmons & Rosenberg, 1975), and they have lower self-confidence
when compared to men (Lirgg, 1991). In this regard, females’ failure
expectation may be higher and negative implication of failure feedback
made by others may contribute to their self-concept negatively. In order
to protect their self-worth, they may need to be more resilient to these
negative evaluations by having higher inclination to self-handicapping.

5.1.2. Self-esteem and self-handicapping

Self-esteem was found as a significant negative predictor, which
contributed to the greatest portion of variance (30%) in self-handicapping.
In this study, it was found that self-handicapping increased with
decreasing self-esteem level. In contrast to some study findings that
revealed that people with high self-esteem self-handicapped more (e.g.,
Tice & Baumeister, 1990), several studies support the finding of this
study, which showed that people with low self-esteem have a higher
tendency to self-handicap (e.g., Feick & Rhodewalt, 1997; Prapavessis &
Grove, 1998; Rhodewalt, 1990, Warner & Moore, 2004).

Several reasons might induce the negative association between self-
handicapping and self-esteem. To begin with, it can be best understood
with the self-esteem protection motive of both self-handicapper and
people with low esteem. People with high self-esteem may
interchangeably use their positive assets, when their self-worth is

exposed to a threat. Yet, people with low self-esteem do not have a rich
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repertorie of positive views regarding their self-concept; hence, the
limited resources make them more fragile and more defensive when they
face a possible threat to their self-worth (Spencer, Josephs, & Steele,
1993). They hate to face situations that diminish their self-esteem, which
has been already low (Baumeister, 1993).

People with low self-esteem suffer more and pay higher costs in failure
situations and therefore their primary concern is protecting themselves
from the negative consequences of failure (Tice, 1993). Their tendencies
to use self-protection strategies increase; thus, they may possibly use
more self-handicapping by providing external causes to cover up the
shortage of their own resources and fragility. Moreover, self-esteem has
an anxiety buffering function (Greenberg et al., 1992). When there is an
anticipated threat, anxiety increases; people with high self-esteem deal
with anxiety more successfully. People with low self-esteem may incline
to use strategies that protect and fix their self-esteem (i.e. self-
handicapping) due to inability to decrease their anxiety.

The higher tendency of low self-esteemed students to engage in self-
handicapping strategies may also be explained with uncertainty about
their competences and abilities. People, who believe that they are
capable of overcoming difficulties and reaching attained goal, do not
engage in self-handicapping strategies; however, people who do not
have enough confidence to handle compelling conditions or to complete a
performance with success need more attributional advantage of self-
handicapping (Berglas & Jones, 1978; Warner & Moore, 2004). People
with low self-esteem have less self-knowledge, experience more self-
concept confusion, and their self-knowledge is more fluctuating,
uncertain, and unstable when compared to people with high self-esteem
(Baumeister, 1993; Campbell & Lavallee, 1993). Therefore, people with
low self-esteem have higher inclination to self-handicapping in order to
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provide a ready explanation for failure whose possibility is increased with
uncertain abilities.

5.1.3. Procrastination and self-handicapping

The results indicated that procrastination is a significant positive predictor
of self-handicapping. After self-esteem, procrastination contributed to the
largest portion of variance (22%) in self-handicapping. Self-handicapping
increased with increased procrastination. The results of the current study
corroborate the findings of previous research which pointed out a positive
association between procrastination and self-handicapping (Beck et al.,
2000; Ferrari, 1991; Ferrari & Tice, 2000).

Ferrari and Tice (2000) stated that procrastination can be regarded as
behavioral self-handicapping strategy because procrastination is creation
of time limit before a task that should be completed. Students who
procrastinate create an impediment to their successful completion of the
task. Studies that examined procrastination from the self-handicapping
perspective revealed a similar conclusion that procrastination is used as
a self-handicapping strategy and they are overlapping constructs to some
extent (Beck et al., 2000; Ferrari, 1991; Lay et al., 1992). Although
procrastination provide an example for created impediments for self-
handicapping, self-handicapping is more comprehensive because it
includes many other created or claimed barriers such as making different
kinds of performance-debilitating choice (Berglas & Jones, 1978; Brown
& Kimble, 2009; Gibbsons & Gaeddert, 1984; Higgins & Harris, 1988;
Jones & Berglas, 1978; Kolditz & Arkin, 1982; Rhodewalt & Davison,
1986; Rhodewalt et al., 1991; Shepperd & Arkin, 1989b; Tice, 1991;
Tucker et al., 1981; Zuckerman & Tsai, 2005), setting unreachable
performance goals (Greenberg, 1985), reporting anxiety, unfavorable
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conditions, hypochondriasis and etc. (Greenberg et al., 1984; Rhodewalt
et al., 1984; Smith et al., 1983).

The positive association between these two constructs is explained by
common reasons and motives behind them. Students procrastinate in
order to deal with fear of failure, concerns about not fulfilling others’ and
own expectations, lack of self-confidence (Brownlow & Reasinger, 2000;
Solomon & Rothblum, 1984). In addition, a real or anticipated threat to
self-esteem is another reason for procrastination (Lay et al., 1992).
People are also motivated to engage in self-handicapping in the presence
of anticipated evaluative threat that brings the risk of a decrease in self-
esteem (Martin et al., 2003; Hirt et al., 1991). All of these reasons can be
combined under the heading of protection and enhancement of self-
worth, which is the primary motive of self-handicapping.

5.1.4. Test anxiety and self-handicapping

Similar to procrastination, test anxiety was found as a significant positive
predictor, but its predictor power, which was found to be 6%, is quite
lower than procrastination. Self-handicapping increases with increased
test anxiety. The finding of this study is supported by other studies that
showed the direct relationship between self-handicapping and test
anxiety (Lay et al., 1992; Thomas & Gadbois, 2007).

The usage of test anxiety as a self-handicapping strategy is tested by
Smith, Snyder, and Handelsman (1982), and they found that when test
anxiety is perceived as an acceptable explanation, students use its self-
protective function for making an alternative explanation for their failure.
Test anxiety is a kind of self-reported handicapping which is based on
claims rather than active creation of the impediment. When students fail,
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s/he can explain the reason for her/his poor performance to be test
anxiety rather than lack of intellect, ability or competence.

The common characteristics and goals that are shared by both test-
anxious students and self-handicappers clarify the positive relationship
between them. Firstly, test anxious students think about the possibility of
poor performance and its negative implication and they compare
themselves to others (Sarason & Sarason, 1990). Similarly, people are
more inclined to self-handicapping, when there is a private expectation of
failure but public expectation of success (Berglas & Jones, 1978).
Secondly, test anxious student experience internal distractions and have
self-doubt in evaluative situation (Sarason, 1984). In a similar vein, one of
the antecedents of self-handicapping is uncertainty about their
capabilities (Harris & Snyder, 1986; Warner & Moore, 2004). People who
are certain about their self-concept do not need attributional benefit of
self-handicapping (Berglas & Jones, 1978). Moreover, test anxious
students have more negative and irrational thoughts (Wong, 2008), and
these thoughts may foster their evaluation anxiety and lead them to
anticipate a bigger threat to their self-concept which is one of the primary
reason behind self-handicapping. All of the aforementioned similarities
between test-anxious students and self-handicappers may result in a

positive association between them.

5.1.5. Self-compassion and self-handicapping

Self-compassion, which is a relatively less investigated predictor, is also
found to be a significant negative predictor that explained the small
portion of the variance (2%) in self-handicapping. Self-handicapping
decreases with increased self-compassion. This finding is parallel with
the studies that disclose the negative predictor role of self-compassion in

explaining self-handicapping (Akin & Akin, 2015; Petersen, 2014).
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The association between self-handicapping and self-compassion may be
understood by examining the different approaches to evaluation and
implication of possible failures. According to self-handicapping
perspective, people perceive an anticipated threat to their self-concept
when they face a task that has diagnostic value about their competence,
ability, or intelligence (Rhodewalt et al., 1991; Synder & Smith, 1982),
and they fear from failure. In addition, they have self-presentational
concerns; they give importance to what others think about them (Kolditz
& Arkin, 1982; Rhodewalt et al., 1991). Due to the fact that they need to
be viewed positively by themselves, they want to polish their self-worth or
at least preserve it (Blaine & Crocker, 1993). In this regard self-
enhancement and self-protection motives were triggered in evaluative
situations (Rhodewalt et al., 1991). Rather than accepting the actual
reasons for failure, which might be lack of competence, ability, or
intelligence, they create or claim obstacles to their performance for
attributing the reasons for their poor performance to these obstacles
(Berglas, & Jones, 1978).

According to self-compassion perspective, others’ performance
evaluation or ideal standards are not taken into granted; self-evaluation is
made by accepting both good and bad characteristics and possible or
real failures are handled in a more balanced manner with the awareness
of imperfect human nature. Self-compassionate people have higher
perceived competence and less fear of failure (Neff et al., 2005). In other
words, self-compassionate people do not have high self-presentational
concerns or evaluation anxiety and they are less in need of self-
protection or self-enhancement. Due to the fact that they do not need
self-serving bias, they may be more capable of dealing with accurate
knowledge about themselves. In this regard, they may be less in need of
the attributional benefit of self-handicapping.
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5.2. Implications of the Findings

The findings of the present study have implications for students,
counselors, educators and psychologists working at universities and
secondary schools.

To begin with, the findings of the present study might be used to
understand the barriers that were created or claimed by the students.
Some students are aware of their tendency to generate excuses for their
failure and some of them do not. This study provides information for both
groups of students. They may gain awareness of their tendency to create
or claim obstacles. In addition they also facilitate how other important
factors such as gender, self-esteem, procrastination, test anxiety, and
self-compassion affect students self-handicapping tendencies.

Secondly, people use self-handicapping strategies for its short-term
benefits, but it has detrimental effects on their well-being and academic
outcomes (Zuckerman & Tsai, 2005). This study provides information
about its correlates, which may be beneficial to prevent this behaviour

and its detrimental effects.

Thirdly, this study revealed that self-esteem is the most powerful
contributer to self-handicapping. While dealing with self-handicapping,
professionals should consider students’ self-esteem. Helping students to
increase their self-esteem might be beneficial to decrease their self-
handicapping tendencies by improving their positive assets that they can
be alternatively used in the the case of a threat to their self-concepts.

Fourtly, test anxiety and procrastination are prevalent problems among
university students. Different approaches were used while helping
students with these problems. Using self-handicapping perspective might
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be beneficial to professionals while studying students who have these

problems and high self-handicapping tendency.

Fifthly, the study found a slight significant gender difference. Although it

is not a powerful difference, professionals should consider this slight

gender difference while working with female and male self-handicappers.

5.3. Recommendations for Further Research

Several recommendations are listed below for further studies.

In order to increase the generalizability of the results this study can
be replicated with different university student samples by using
random sampling.

Although confirmatory factor analysis for Self-handicapping Scale
pointed out an acceptable fit for a single factor model in this sample,
it is recommended to develop and validate a scale which has better
fit indexes and which is more suitable for Turkish culture.

Certain types of behaviors (withdrawal of effort, using alchohol,
procrastination and etc.) and claims (reporting test anxiety, physical
symptoms and etc.) were examined as kinds of self-handicapping
stratedies repeatedly; however, students have a larger repertoire of
other kinds of self-handicapping. A survey study can be conducted
to discover new types of self-handicapping strategies commonly
used by students.

Self-handicapping has not been adequately enquired in Turkish
literature yet. It has been remained as an incomplete puzzle. In order
to complete this puzzle, it is recommended to investigate the self-
handicapping of students in different educational levels (primary,
secondary, undergraduate, and graduate) with both empirical and

field studies.
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The predictor role of gender, self-esteem, procrastination, test
anxiety, and self-compassion in explaining self-handicapping were
assessed with quantitative research methods; however, qualitative
research methods may provide more comprehensive insight into the
concept and may uncover more in-depth information regarding self-
handicapping and its predictors, so it is recommended to extend this
research with qualitative methods.

Although there are numerous laboratory studies that examine
gender differences in behavioral self-handicapping, gender
differences in trait self-handicapping has not been elaborated yet.
So, gender differences in trait self-handicapping may be scrutinized
more with field studies.

The predictor variables of this study explained more than half of the
variance (%61) in self-handicapping; however, there is still an
unexplained part. It would be helpful to investigate other predictor
variables in explaining self-handicapping.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: SAMPLE ITEMS FROM INSTRUMENTS

Demographic Information Form

Sayin Katilimcl,

Bu calismanin amaci, Universite oOgrencilerinin kendini sabotajini
yordayan degiskenleri (cinsiyet, 6z-saygl, erteleme, sinav kaygisi, ve 6z-
anlayig) incelemektir. Kigisel bilgileriniz kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir;
kimliginizi belirtecek bilgiler vermeniz istenmemektedir. Sizden istenen
sorulara igten ve eksiksiz yanitlar vermenizdir. Katiliminiz i¢in tesekkur

ederiz.

1. Cinsiyetiniz: O Kadin O Erkek

2. Boluminaz:

3. Sinifiniz: O 1. Sinif O 2. Sinif O 3. Sinif O 4.Sinif O 5. sinif
4. Genel Akademik Not Ortalamaniz: ............
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Sample Items of Self-Handicapping Scale

Verilen ifadelerde sizin igin en uygun segenegin

karsisina cgarpi (X) isareti koyunuz.

2. Islerimi son ana kadar ertelerim.

- Katiimiyorum

4. Birgok insana gore daha keyifsizim.

©| o Hig¢ katilmiyorum

—

N | N Kismen katilmiyorum

w| w Kismen katiliyorum

| & Katilliyorum

o1| o[Tamamen katiliyorum

6. Bir derse veya 6nemli bir etkinlige kayit
olmadan once gerekli hazirhgr yaptigimdan emin
olmaya galisirim.

8. Okumaya calisirken duydugum sesler veya
hayallerim kolaylikla dikkatimi dagitir.

10. Potansiyelimle takdir gormek yerine iyi

yaptigim islerle saygi gormeyi tercih ederim.

12. Su andaki kuguk zevkleri gelecekteki buyuk

zevklere tercih ederim.

14. Belki bir giin kendimi tamamen

toparlayabilirim.

16. Duygularim engel olmasaydi, daha iyi seyler

yapabilirdim.

18. Kabul ediyorum ki, digerlerinin beklentisini
kargilayamadigimda bu sonucu mantikli hale

getirmeye caligirim.

20. Mantikli disinmemi ve dogru seyler
yapmami engelleyecek herhangi bir uyusturucu
veya ila¢ almayi tercih etmem.
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Sample Items of Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale

Latfen her bir maddeyi dikkatlice okuyarak, sizin i¢in

kullanarak yanitlayiniz.

dogruluk derecesini verilen 4’10 derecelendirme Olgegini

Cok yanlis

Dogru

1. Kendimi en az diger insanlar kadar degerli

buluyorum.

N

N Yanhs

& |Cok dogru

3. Genelde kendimi basarisiz bir kisi olarak gorme

egilimindeyim.

N

SN

5. Kendimde gurur duyacak fazla bir sey bulamiyorum.

7. Genel olarak kendimden memnunum.

9. Bazen kesinlikle kendimin bir ise yaramadigini

dusundyorum.

Sample Items of Tuckman Procrastination Scale

Latfen, her bir ifadeyi okuduktan sonra, ifadelerin sizi
ne kadar tanimladigini asagidaki 5’li derecelendirme
Olcegdini kullanarak belirtiniz.

Kesinlikle katiimiyorum

Kararsizim

Kesinlikle Katiliyorum

2. Yapmaktan hoslanmadigim geylere baslamayi

ertelerim.

-

v [Katiimiyorum

w

»~ [Katiyorum

a1

4. Calisma aligkanliklarimi gelistirmeyi ertelerim.

N

w

6. Ben iflah olmaz bir zaman savurganiyim.

8. Ben bir zaman savurganiyim ve bunu duzeltmek igin

hi¢ bir gaba gosteremiyorum.

10. Bir eylem plani yaptigimda, onu takip ederim.
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12. Onemli igleri her zaman vaktinden énce
1123|145
tamamlarim.
14. Bugunun isini yarina birakmak benim tarzim
o 1123|145
degildir.
Sample Items of Anxiety Subscale of Academic Emotions
Questionnaire
Latfen, her bir ifadeyi okuduktan sonra, ifadelerin sizi
ne kadar tanimladigini 5’li derecelendirme Olgegini c c
©
kullanarak belirtiniz. £ £ |5
N |E (,3 e
= |2 e S
S3|XB|s
I Zm O[T
2. Sinav sirasinda o kadar gergin olurum ki sinavi
1123|415
atlatmig olmayi dilerim.
5. Sinav sirasinda o kadar gerilirim ki herseyi
1123|415
unuturum.
7. Sinav sirasinda mideme kramplar girer. 1123|415
Sample Items of Self-Compassion Scale
Lutfen her bir maddeyi ne kadar siklikla yaptiginizi
verilen &’li derecelendirme olgegini kullanarak é é c
o
yanitlayiniz. S S | |8 =
515|830
L0 o | @
T Zm O[T
1. Kendimi kotu hissettigimde, kotu olan her seye
o 1123|415
takilma egilimim vardir.
3. Yetersizliklerimi dugsunmek kendimi daha yalniz ve 112l3lals
dunyadan kopuk hissetmeme neden olur.
5. Benim i¢in 6nemli bir seyde basarisiz oldugumda, 112|345
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yetersizlik hisleriyle tukenirim.

7. Zor zamanlar gecirdigimde kendime daha kati

(acimasiz) olma egilimindeyim.

9. Kendimi bir sekilde yetersiz hissettigimde kendi
kendime birgok insanin ayni sekilde kendi hakkinda

yetersizlik duygulari yasadigini hatirlatmaya calisirim.

11. Cok sikintilysam, kendime ihtiyacim olan ilgi ve
sefkati gosteririm

13. Acl veren bir sey oldugunda, durumu dengeli bir

bakis agisiyla gormeye calisirim.

15. Sevmedigim yanlarimi gordugumde kendi kendimi

uzerim.

17. Ben mucadele halindeyken diger herkesin islerinin
benimkinden kolay gittigini hissetme egilimim vardir.

19. Bir sey beni Uzdugunde, duygusal olarak bunu

abartirm.

21. Kendi kusur ve yetersizliklerime karsi

hogsgoruluyumdur.

23. Benim i¢in 6nemli bir seyde basarisiz oldugumda,
basarisizligin yalniz benim basima geldigi duygusunu

hissetme egiliminde olurum.
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APPENDIX B: INFORMED CONSENT

Bu calisma, ODTU Egitim Bilimleri Béliumi doktora dgrencisi Funda
Barutgu Yildinm ve oOgretim Uyesi Prof. Dr. Ayhan Demir tarafindan
yurutilmektedir. Calismanin amaci, Uuniversite ogrencilerinin kendini
sabotajini yordayan degigskenleri (cinsiyet, 0z-saygl, erteleme, sinav
kaygisi ve 0z-anlayig) incelemektir. Calismaya katihm tamamiyla
gonullulik temelindedir. Ankette, sizden kimlik belirleyici higbir bilgi
istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamen gizli tutulacak ve sadece
arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir; elde edilecek bilgiler
bilimsel yayinlarda kullanilacaktir. Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik
verecek sorular igermemektedir. Ancak, katihm sirasinda sorulardan ya
da herhangi bagka bir nedenden o6turu kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz
cevaplama isini yarida birakip ¢cikmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir durumda
anketi uygulayan kisiye, anketi tamamlamadiginizi soylemek yeterli
olacaktir. Anket sonunda, bu calismayla ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir.
Bu c¢alismaya katildiginiz igin simdiden tesekkir ederiz. Calisma
hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in Aras. Gor. Funda Barutgu Yildirim
(Tel: 2107168; E-posta: barutcu@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Bu calismaya tamamen goéniillii olarak katillyorum ve istedigim
zaman yarida kesip c¢ikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin
bilimsel amagh yayimlarda kullaniimasini kabul ediyorum. (Formu

doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Ad Soyad: Tarih: imza:
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APPENDIX D: TURKISH SUMMARY

Giris

“Oz” ilk bakista yaygin olarak kullanilan basit ve siradan bir kelime gibi
gorinse de aslinda karmasik, gok boyutlu ve benzersiz bir yapidir. Oze
bir kelime olarak bakildiginda gorinen beyaz renk, prizmadan gegirilirse
6ziin renkli yapisini ve gokkusagi renklerini ortaya gikarir. Onci bir filozof
ve psikolog olan Wiliam James, 6z kavramina bakarken prizmayi
kullanarak, 0z teorisini geligtirmistir. James’e (1890) gore 6z “Bilinen
Benlik” ve “Bilen Benlik” olmak Uzere iki kisimdan olugmaktadir. Bilinen
benlik maddi, sosyal ve manevi olarak uUg¢ 6geye ayriimistir. Bilinen
benligin maddi 6gesi vicudumuz, kiyafetlerimiz, ailemiz, mal mulk gibi
sahip oldugumuz unsurlari igerir. Sosyal 6gesi ise, kendimizi bagkalarina
nasil sundugumuzla alakahdir. Farkh sosyal ortamlarda, kendimizi
baskalarina sunma bi¢cimimiz de degisir; bu nedenle bilinen benligin
bircok sosyal 6gesi mevcuttur. Bilinen benligin manevi 6gdesi, 6zun
cekirdegini olusturur; ruhsal ozellikleri, temel deger yargilarini ve vicdani
kapsayan daha igsel ve 6znel kisimlari igerir.

“Bilen benlik”, “bilinen benligi” geligtirmek icin sdrekli yeni bilgi
arayisindadir. Insanlar, kendilerini tanimak icin fiziksel, sosyal ve
psikolojik kaynaklarini kullanarak aragtirma yapar (Brown, 1998). Bu
arastirmalarin  sonucunda elde edilen yeni bilgilerin iglenmesi,
degerlendirilmesi ve diizenlenmesi gerekmektedir (Showers, 1992). Oze
iligkin bilgilerin arastiriimasi ve degerlendiriimesinde dogruluk, yuceltme
tutarhlik gibi farkli motivasyonlarla farkl yollar kullanilabilir (Brown, 1998).

Sedikides (1993) kendini degerlendirme surecini 6z-degerlendirme, 6z-

yiiceltme ve 6z-tutarlilik olarak (¢ kategori altinda dzetlemistir. ilk
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kategoride yer alan 0Oz-degerlendirme, 0ze iliskin dogru bilgilerin
aranmasi ve toplanmasidir. Burda amag kisinin benligine iligkin
belirsizlikleri azaltmak, objektif bilgiler elde ederek benlige iliskin buyuk
resmi netlestirmektir. Oz-degerlendirme yapan kigiler belli bir beceri,
yetenek ya da zekayi Olgen, tanilama degeri yuksek olgeklere gluvenirler.
ikinci kategorideki 6z-ylceltme, olumlu ve gicli ydnleri vurgulayan
bilgileri elde etmeye caligir. Oze iligkin elde edillen bilgilerin hepsi
dogruluk kriterine gore degerlendiriimez, bunun yerine sadece olumlu
bilgiler slUzelerek alinir; olumlu olan 6z semalar kuvvetlendirilirken,
olumsuz olanlardan kaginilir. Oz-yiiceltme motivasyonuna sahip Kkisiler,
0z kavramlari Uzerinde istenmeyen etkileri olan olumsuz bilgilerden
kacinsalar da sonunda bu bilgilerin olumlu getirisi olacagini digunurlerse
belirli bir dereceye kadar olumsuz bilgilere tolerans gdsterebilirler.
Uglincli kategoride yer alan 6z-tutarlilikta ise, temel olan 6ze iligkin var
olan bilginin tutarliiginin dogrulanmasidir. Oze iligkin eldeki bilgiler
olumlu ise, bunu dogrulayacak olumlu geri bildirimler aranir, olumsuz ise
olumsuz geri bildirimler goéz 6nunde bulundurulur. Net olmayan, belirsiz
kisimlari arastiran 6z-degerlendirmeden farkl olarak 6z-tutarlilik net olan
bilgileri yeniden bulup dogrulatmaya galisir. Oz-yiiceltmeden farkli olarak
ise sadece olumlu bilgileri degil, var olan 6z bilgilerle turtarli hem olumlu
hem olumsuz bilgileri kullanir. Kisacasi bu kategoride bilginin tutarh

olmasi, dogru olmasindan ya da olumlu olmasindan daha 6nemlidir.

Bazi arastirmacilar ve kuramcilar insanlarin kendileriyle ilgili dogru
bilgileri edinmeye ihtiya¢c duydugunu one surmektedir (Festinger, 1954;
Thorndike, 1912; Westberg ve Jason, 2012). Ancak bu ihtiya¢ herkes igin
gecerli olmayabilir (Brown, 1998; McCleland, 1961). Sedikides (1993),
seri halinde yaptigi bes arastirmayla insanlarin kendileri ile ilgili bilgi
edinme motivasyonlarini incelemis ve en ¢ok olumlu Ozelliklerin segici

olarak ele alindig1 6z-yuceltme motivasyonunu kullandiklarini, en az ise
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kendileri hakkinda gergek ve dogru bilgileri arastirdiklar 0z-
degerlendirme motivasyonunu kullandiklarini bulmustur.

insanlar kendilerini oldugundan ve baskalarindan daha iyi gérme
egilimindedirler. Bir grup Universite 6grencisinden olumlu ve olumsuz
Ozelliklerin bulundugu bir listeye gore hem kendilerini hem de diger
universite ogrencilerini  de@erlendirmeleri istenmigtir ve sonuglar
ogrencilerin buyuk bir gogunlugunun kendilerini diger 6grencilerden daha
olumlu degerlendirdigini gostermistir (Brown, 1998). Bu calisma, Blaine
ve Crocker tarafindan “kendine hizmet eden yanlilik” olarak tanimlanan,
Oze iligkin bilgilerin dogrulugunu gbzetmeksizin, hosa giden olumlu bir
bicimde yorumlanmasina 6rnek olusturmaktadir. insanlarin  gogu
kendilerini iyi hissetmek istedigi icin hosa giden, olumlu geri bildirimleri
aramayi, olumsuz olanlardan kaginmayi, olumsuz geri bildirimin
kacinilmaz oldugu durumlarda ise bu geri bildirimlerin uygulamalarini
lehine g¢evirmek icin degdistirmeyi iceren kendine hizmet eden yanlihgi

kullanirlar.

Kendini sabotaj’, kendine hizmet eden yanlliga verilebilecek en iyi
orneklerden biridir (Snyder ve ark., 1985; Smith ve ark., 1983). Kendini
sabotaj, 0z-yetkinligi korumak ya da vyuceltmek amaciyla, olasi
basarisizligi agiklayabilmek icin engel yaratmak ya da engelin varligini
iddia etmek olarak tanimlanabilir (Jones ve Berglas, 1978). Jones ve
Berglas Kelly'nin indirgeme ve arttirma ilkelerini kendini sabotaja
uyarlamigtir.  Arttirma  prensibine  gore  yetkinligin  arttirlmasi
gerekmektedir. Kendini sabotajda olusturulan ya da iddia edilen engel
basariyl azaltan neden olarak gorulirken, basariyi arttiran neden ise
yetenek olarak gorulmektedir. Performans basarisizlikla sonuglanirsa,

' Self-handicapping teriminin kendini engelleme ve kendini sabotaj gibi
farkli kullanimlari bulunmaktadir. Bu calismada Kendini Sabotaj Olgegi
(Akin, 2012) kullanildigindan g¢alisma boyunca kendini sabotaj ifadesi
kullaniimigtir.
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indirgeme prensibi devreye girer, basarisizligin nedeni varolan engele
yuklenir ve basarisizlik dissallastiriir. Engelin varolmasina ragmen,
performans basariyla tamamlanirsa da arttirma prensibi kullanilarak
basarinin nedeni yetenege yuklenir boylece yetkinlik arttinlir ve basari
igsellestirilir. Bu sekilde 6z-yetkinlik i¢in olumsuz bir ¢gikarim yapiimaz ve
0z-yetkinlik korunmus ya da arttirlmis olur (Jones ve Berglas, 1978).

Alanyazin, kendini sabotajin olusumuna, bi¢imine ve seviyesine katki
saglayan bir¢ok faktorin olduguna isaret etmektedir (Brown ve Kimble,
2009). Diger kendini koruma stratejilerinde oldugu gibi, kendini sabotajin
kullaniminda da kisisel farkliliklar bulunmaktadir. Ancak 6z-kavramlara
yonelik 6ngorulen tehdit, kisinin yeteneginden emin olmamasi, 6z-sunum
endisesi (Rhodewalt ve ark., 1991), Kkisinin kendinden basari
beklemesi/bagkalarinin kisiden basari beklemesi, 6z-odaklanma/diger
odaklanma (Hirt ve ark., 2000; Kimble ve Hirt, 2005), geri donut cesitleri
(Brown ve Kimble, 2009), verilen gbrevin onemi ve onceden var olan
cevresel engeller (Shepperd ve Arkin, 1989a) gibi Onculler kendini
sabotajin kullaniima olasiligini etkileyebilmektedir.

Kendini sabotaj, engelin yaratiimasi ya da engelin oldugunun iddia
edilmesi bakimindan ikiye ayrilir (Arkin ve Baumgardner, 1985; Leary ve
Shepperd, 1986). Basarili bir performans igin engelin aktif olarak
olusturulmasi davranigsal kendini sabotaj olarak adlandirilirken, engelin
oldugunun iddia edilmesi ise mazeret bulma olarak adlandirilmaktadir
(Brown ve ark., 2012). Sinavdan once daha az alistirma yapmak (Brown
ve Kimble, 2009), 6nemli bir sinavdan 6nceki gece eve ¢ok ge¢ gelmek
(Warner ve Moore, 2004) davranigsal kendini sabotajin 6rneklerindendir.
Ruh halinin kotd oldugunu (Baumgardner ve ark., 1985) ya da sinav
kaygisina sahip oldugunu iddia etmek ise (Smith ve ark., 1982), mazeret
bulmanin  Orneklerindendir. Davranigsal kendini sabotajda engel
gercekten olusturuldugu icin basari olasiligi azalir. Bu nedenle daha
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maliyetlidir ancak daha inandiricidir. Mazeret bulma iddiaya dayandigi
icin daha az maliyetli ve daha az inandiricidir (Leary ve Shepperd, 1986).
Bu calisma kapsaminda, kendini sabotaj genel kisilik Ozelligi olarak

incelenmig, kendini sabotajin gesitleri ele alinmamisgtir.

Davranigsal kendini sabotajda cinsiyet farkini inceleyen arastirmalarin
neredeyse tamami erkek baskinhgina igaret etmektedir (McCrea, Hirt ve
Milner, 2008). Bazi calismalar sadece erkeklerin davranigsal sabotaj
kullandiklarini, kadinlarin ise davranigsal sabotaj kullanmayi tercih
etmediklerini gosterirken (Hirt ve ark., 2000; Rhodewalt ve Davison,
1986), bazilari da davranigsal kendini sabotaji erkeklerin kadinlardan
daha c¢ok kullandigini gostermektedir (Shepperd ve Arkin, 1989Db).
Mazeret bulmada cinsiyet farki olmadigini gosteren calismalarla birlikte
(Feick ve Rhodewalt, 1997) erkeklerin daha ¢ok mazeret bulduklarini
gosteren calismalar da bulunmaktadir (Snyder ve ark., 1985). Mazeret
bulmada oldugu gibi, kisilik 6zelligi olarak kendini sabotajda de tutarli bir
cinsiyet farki yoktur. Anlamli bir cinsiyet farki olmadigini bulan
calismalarin (Zuckerman ve Tsai, 2005) yani sira, bazi arastirmalar da
kadinlarin kisilik 6zelligi olarak kendini sabotaja daha egilimli oldugunu
gOstermektedirler (Elliot ve Church, 2003; Warner ve Moore, 2004).

Cinsiyetin yaninda 0z-saygl kendini sabotaji acgiklayan en onemli
degiskendir (Harris ve Snyder, 1986). Oz-saygiya gelmesi dngdriilen bir
tehtid kendini sabotajin fitilini ategleyebilir (Snyder ve Smith, 1982; Tice,
1991). Alanyazinda hem 0z-saygisi yuksek olanlarin (Tice ve
Baumeister, 1990) hem de dusuk olanlarin daha c¢ok kendini
engellediklerini bulan c¢alismalar (Prapavessis ve Grove, 1998)
bulunmaktadir. Bu calismalar, 6z saygisi yuksek ve dusuk olanlarin
kendini sabotaj stratejilerini farkli amaglarla kullandiklarini gostermektedir
(Martin ve Brawley, 2002). Tice’ye (1991) gore 6z saygisi dusuk olanlar
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0z-saygilarini korumak igin, 6z-saygisi yuksek olanlar ise 6z-saygilarini
arttirmak icin kendini sabotaji kullanmaktadirlar.

insanlarin yaraticiliklarina bagh olarak pek ¢ok davranis ve mazeret
kendini sabotaj stratejisi olarak kullanilabilir. Universite 6grencileri
arasinda yaygin bir sorun olan erteleme (Kim ve Seo, 2015; Uzun-Ozer
ve ark., 2009) de kendini sabotaj stratejisi olarak kullaniimaktadir (Beck
ve ark 2000; Ferrari ve Tice, 2000). Ertelemenin arkasinda pek cok
neden olmasina ragmen, en iyi bilinenlerden biri 6z-sayglyr korumaktir
(Lay, Knish ve Zanatta, 1992). Erteleyenler bir ise baglamaktan ve o isi
bitirmekten kaginirlar (Tuckman, 1991). Boylece, erteleyenler sinirli
zamanlari oldugu gerekgesiyle, yeteneklerine gelebilecek olumsuz
degerlendirmeleri azaltmig olurlar (Ferrari, 1991). Kendini sabotaj bakig
acisiyla, erteleyenler igse baglamayi ve bitirmeyi geciktirerek zaman kisiti
yaratirlar ve bunu akilsizliklarini veya yeteneksizliklerini, kamufle etmek
icin kullanirlar. Boylece basarisizliklarini agiklamak igin ellerinde hazir bir
aciklamalari olmus olur. Calismalar erteleme ile kendini sabotaj
arasindaki dogrusal iligkinin altini g¢izmekte, kendini engelleyenlerin
akademik sorumluluklarini yerine getirmeyi ertelediklerini, calismaya
daha az zaman ayirirken, eglenceye ve diger aktivitelere daha cok
zaman ayirdiklarini ortaya koymaktadir (Beck ve ark., 2000; Ferrari ve
Tice, 2000).

Ertelemenin yani sira sinav kaygisi da kendini sabotaj stratejisi olarak
kullanilabilmektedir (Smith ve ark., 1982). Pek c¢ok arastirma sinav
kaygisinin ogrencilerin saghgi (Kavakci ve ark., 2011) ve akademik
basarilari (Brooks ve ark., 2015) Uzerinde olumsuz etkileri oldugunu
gostermektedir. Ancak bazi ogrenciler sinav kaygisindan psikolojik 6z-
koruma seklinde faydalanabilmektedirler (Thompson, 2013). Smith ve
arkadaslan (1982) sinav kaygisinin inandirict bir agiklama olarak

algilandigr  durumlarda, o©grencilerin sinav kaygisinin  belirtilerini
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basarisizliklarini  agiklamada kullandiklarini  gostermiglerdir.  Zeki
olmamalar nedeniyle degil de sinav kaygisi yuzunden, sinavdan kotu
performans sergilediklerini 6ne surerek 6z-kavramlarini korumaktadirlar.
Sinav kaygisina sahip oldugunu iddia etmek basarinin 6nunde aktif
olarak bir engel olusturulmasini gerektirmez, bu nedenle kendini
sabotajin mazeret bulma ¢esidine girmektedir ve daha az maliyetlidir (Hirt
ve ark., 2000; Leary ve Shepperd, 1986). Ayni zamanda ogretmenler
sinav kaygisina, daha az c¢aba gostermek gibi diger kendini sabotaj
stratejilerine nazaran daha ¢ok tolerans gostermektedirler (Hirt ve ark.,
1991).

Erteleme ve sinav kaygisindan farkl olarak 6z-anlayis? kendini sabotaj
stratejisi olarak degil de kendini sabotaji azaltan bir faktor olarak ele
alinabilir. Oz-anlayis, kendini sabotajin en 6nemli oncili olan 6z-
kavramlara gelmesi 6ngoériilen tehditi bertaraf etmektedir. Oz-anlayis 6ze
yaklasimda daha saglikl bir alternatif olarak sunulmustur (Neff, 2003a).
Oz-anlayista, 6z-defer sadece basariya ve yetkinlige bagli degildir;
basarisizliklar ve yetersizlikler de kusursuz olmayan insan dogasinin bir
parcasi olarak kabul gormektedir (Marshall ve ark., 2015). Ayrica, 6z
anlayigta bagkalarinin degerlendirmeleri ve ideal standartlar temel
alinmadigindan, ego tehditleri ile ugragsmaya da gerek kalmaz (Neff ve
ark., 2005). Oz-anlayis ile kendini sabotaj arasindaki ters iligki teorik
olarak oturmasina ragmen, hala bilimsel olarak desteklenmeye ihtiyag
duymaktadir. iki degisken arasindaki sinirli sayidaki arastirma 6z-
anlayisi yuksek olanlarin daha az kendini sabotaja egilimli olduklarini
gOstermektedir (Akin ve Akin, 2015; Petersen, 2014).

2 Self-compassion teriminin 6z-duyarlik, 6z-sefkat, 6z-anlayis gibi farkli
kullanimlari bulunmaktadir. Bu calismada Oz-Anlayis Olgedi (Deniz,
Kesici ve Sumer, 2008) kullanildigindan g¢alisma boyunca 06z-anlayis
ifadesi kullaniimistir.
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Calismanin Amaci

Bu calismanin amaci, cinsiyetin, 0z-sayginin, ertelemenin, sinav
kaygisinin ve oOz-anlayigin, ogrencilerin kendini sabotajini yordama
guglerini arastirmaktir.

Calismanin Onemi

Lisans ogrencilerinin kendini sabotajini yordayan degigkenleri inceleyen
bu calisma pek cok acidan 6nem tasimaktadir. Oncelikli olarak,
ogrencilerin basarisi, egitim kurumlarinin tUm paydaslari igin temel bir
konudur, bu nedenle 6grencilerin basarisini etkileyebilecek engelleri ve
problemleri tespit etmek igin onemli oOlgude caba sarf edilmektedir.
Ogrenci basarisinin 6nlndeki engellerden biri de 6grencilerin kisa
vadede yarar sagladiklarn igin kullandiklari ancak uzun vadede
sagliklarina, iyi oluglarina ve akademik performanslarina olumsuz etki
eden kendini sabotajdir (Zuckerman ve Tsai, 2005). Kendini sabotaj kisa
vadede basarisizlik korkusu ile degerlendirme kaygisini azaltir (Deppe
ve Harackiewicz, 1996). Ayrica, basarisizhk durumu kargisinda,
basarisizligi yeteneksizlik, beceriksizlik gibi igsel nedenlerle agiklamak
yerine digsal nedenlere atfetmeyi sagladig! i¢in olusan ego tehdidinin
olumsuz etkilerini de azaltir. (Brown ve Kimble, 2009). Bagka bir degisle
kendini sabotaj, olumlu benlik algisini korumak igin kullanilir (Hirt ve ark.
2000). Ancak dogrudan ya da dolayl olarak olumlu benlik algisina zarar
verebilir. Arastirmalar kendini sabotaj duzeyi ylksek olan Kkisilerin,
islevsiz basetme becerilerini daha ¢ok kullandiklarini, daha olumsuz
duygulara ve dusuk 06z-saygiya sahip olduklarini (Zuckerman ve ark.,
1998), daha ¢ok alkol ve uyusturucu kullandiklarini (Zuckerman ve Tsai,
2005), depresyon, kaygl ve stres seviyelerinin daha yuksek oldugunu
(Sahrang, 2011) ve dis kontrol odagi ile uyumsuz mukemmelliyetgiligi
daha ¢ok kullandiklarini (Arazzini-Stewart ve De George-Walker, 2014)

gOstermektedir.  Ayrica, Ogrencilerin akademik deneyimleri ve
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kazanimlariyla da ters iligkilidir;, bunlar arasinda okula uyumu
zorlagtirmasi, kurallarin daha ¢ok ¢ignenmesi, ogretmenlerle daha zayif
iligkiler geligtiriimesi (Maatta ve ark., 2002), kopya ¢cekmeye daha c¢ok
egilimli olunmasi (Ozgiingdr, 2008) ve daha dislk ortalamaya sahip
olunmasi (Zuckerman ve ark., 1998) gibi konular yer almaktadir. Bu
baglamda, dgrenciler tarafindan kisa vadeli yarar sagladigi i¢in kullanilan
ama uzun vadede olumsuz ve zararli etkileri olan kendini sabotajin
incelenmesi 6nem tagimaktadir. Bunun yani sira bu c¢alisma, kendini
sabotaj ile iligkili degiskenler hakkinda bilgi saglayarak, kendini sabotajin

onlenmesi igin de kullanilabilir.

ikinci olarak, kendini sabotaj bati alanyazininda yaklasik kirk yildir
varolan ve hakkinda pek ¢ok arastirmanin yapildigi bir kavram olmasina
ragmen, Turk alanyazininda konu ile ilgli ¢gok sinirli sayida arastirma
bulunmaktadir. YOK Tez Merkezi arama motorunda yapilan aragtirma
sonucu, bu zamana kadar sadece 7 yuksek lisans ve 1 doktora tezinde
kendini sabotajin incelendigini gostermistir. Lisansustu g¢aligmalarina
benzer bir bicimde, konu ile ilgili az sayida makale bulunmaktadir (6rn.
Akin ve Akin, 2015; Ozgingér, 2008; Elmas ve Akfirat, 2014). Bu
makalelerin bir kisminda, yazarlar tarafindan gelistirilen ya da geuvirilen,
gegerliik ve guvenirlik calismasi tam olarak yapilmamig Oolgekler
kullaniimigir. Gegerli ve guvenilir bir 6lgekle kendini sabotaji arastiran bu

¢alismanin da alanyazina katki saglamasi umulmaktadir.

Uglincli olarak, laboratuar ortaminda yapilan deneysel galismalarin
neredeyse tamami erkeklerin davranigsal kendini sabotaji kadinlara gore
daha cok kullandigr yonunde anlamli bir cinsiyet farkina vurgu yaparken
(Brown ve ark., 2012; Harris ve Snyder, 1986; Hirt ve ark., 1991;
Shepperd ve Arkin, 1989b, 1991), mazeret bulmada cinsiyet farkina
iliskin geligkili sonuglar ortaya koymaktadir (Feick ve Rhodewalt, 1997;
Snyder ve ark., 1985). Alanyazinda kendini sabotajin ¢esitlerine

133



(davranigsal kendini sabotaj ve mazeret bulma) iliskin cinsiyet farkini
arastiran pek ¢ok arastirma bulunmasina ragmen bir kisilik 6zelligi olarak
kendini sabotajdaki cinsiyet farki yeterince arastirilmamistir. Bu
calismanin alanyazindaki bu boslugu doldurmaya katki saglamasi

umulmaktadir.

Dordunclu olarak, kendini sabotaj temel olarak 6ze iliskin kavramlara
gelen tehditlerle tetiklenir (Rhodewalt ve ark., 1991; Synder ve Smith,
1982). Oz-sayg! en ¢ok lizerinde calisilan ve farkli 6rneklemlerde farkli
sonuglar ortaya koyan (Prapavessis ve Grove, 1998; Tice ve Baumesiter,
1990) oze iliskin en bilindik kavramlardan biridir. Oz-anlayis ise 6z-
sayglya gore daha az sorun igerdigi iddiasiyla, 6ze iliskin daha saglikl bir
alternatif olarak sunulmaktadir (Neff, 2003b; Neff, 2011). Ancak 0z-
anlayigin kendini sabotaj ile olan iligkisi yeterince netlestiriimemigtir.
Bizim bilgimiz dahilinde 6z-sayginin ve 0z-anlayisin kendini sabotaji
aciklamada ne kadar etkili oldugunu ayni model igerisinde inceleyen bir
calisma bulunmamaktadir. Bu calisma 6z-saygi ile 6z-anlayisin kendini
sabotajl yordama guglerini kiyaslama olanagi da sunmaktadir.

Son olarak erteleme ve sinav kaygisi egitim ortaminda karsilasilan iki
onemli sorun alanini olugturmaktadir (Kim ve Seo, 2015; Pekrun, Goetz,
Titz ve Perry, 2002). Bu sorun alanlarinin arkasinda farkli nedenler
olabilir. Bu baglanma bu g¢aligma, ertelemenin ve sinav kaygisinin

kendini sabotaj stratejisi olarak kullanimina 1gik tutabilir.

YONTEM

Katilimcilar

Bu calismanin ulasilmaya caligilan nafusunu Tuarkiye'deki Universitelerde

okuyan lisans programi oOgrencileri, ulasilabilir nafusunu ise lisans
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programlarinda okuyan ODTU &grencileri olusturmaktadir. Katilimeilar,
ODTU’nin farkh bélimlerinde okuyan 6grenciler arasindan kolayda
ornekleme yontemi ile secilmistir. Otuz sekiz farkli bolimden, sekiz yuz
bir gonullt lisans 6grencisi ¢alismaya katilmistir. Katilimcilarin 404°G
(%50,4) kadin, 397’si (%49,6) erkektir. Fakultelere gore dagilimlarina
bakildiginda ise 372 ‘sinin (% 46,4) MUhendislik Fakultesi’nden, 287’sinin
(% 35,8) Egitim Fakiiltesi'’nden, 78'inin (% 9,7) iktisadi ve idari Bilimler
Fakultesi'nden, 59’unun (%7,4) Fen ve Edebiyat Fakultesi'nden, 4’4nan
(% 0,5) ise Mimarlik Fakultesi'nden oldugu gorulmektedir. Bir (% 0,1)
katihmci okudugu fakulteyi belitmemigtir. Katilimcilar arasinda 201
(%31,3) birinci sinif, 268 (% 33,5) ikinci sinif, 135 (%16,9) Ug¢uncu sinif,
134 (% 16,7) dordincu sinif, 6 (% 0,7) besinci sinif ogrencisi
bulunmaktadir. Katilimcilarin genel akademik not ortalamasi 0,33 ile 4,00
arasinda degismektedir (ort = 2,75, ss = 0.62).

Veri Toplama Araglari

Bu caligmada veri toplama araci olarak, Kendini Sabotaj Olgegi,
Rosenberg Oz-Saygi Olgegdi, Tuckman Erteleme Olgegi, Akademik
Duygular Olgeginin Kaygi Altboyutu, Oz-Anlayis Olgegi ve demografik

veri formu kullaniimigtir.

Jones ve Rhodewalt (1982) tarafindan gelistirilen Kendini Sabotaj Olgegdi,
hic katilmiyorum (0) ile kesinlikle katilmiyorum (5) arasinda degisen 6’li
Olcekte degerlendirilen 25 maddeyi igcermektedir. Tek faktorlu Olgekte
sekiz tane ters madde bulunmaktadir (madde 3, 5, 6, 10, 13, 20, 22 ve
23). Ankette “Sinav veya is gorusmesi gibi onemli anlardan oOnceki
geceler mimkin oldugunca uykumu almaya caliginrm.”, “Uzerimdeki
sosyal baskiyl ortadan kaldirdigi igin, bazi zamanlar bir iki ginlugune
hafif bir rahatsizlik bana zevk verir.” gibi maddeler yer almaktadir.
Rhodewalt (1990) olgegin i¢ tutarliik katsayisini .79 and test-tekrar test

guvenirlik katsayisini ise .74 olarak bulmustur. Akin (2012) Olgegin
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Tarkge adaptasyonunu yapmig ve butun maddelerin tek faktore
yuklendigini bulmus, i¢ tutarliik katsayisini .90, test-tekrar test guvenirlik
katsayisini ise .94 olarak raporlamigtir. Bu calismada ise Olgege ait
Cronbach alfa degeri .74 olarak bulunmustur.

Rosenberg Oz-Saygi Olgegi 1965 yilinda Rosenberg tarafindan 10
maddelik tek boyutlu bir dlgek olarak gelistirilmistir. Maddeler kesinlikle
katilmiyorum (1) ile kesinlikle katiliyorum (4) arasinda degisen 4°lu Olgek
tzerinde degerlendiriimektedir. Olgekte 5 tane ters madde bulunmaktadir
(madde 3, 5, 8, 9, 10). Olgekte “Kendimi en az diger insanlar kadar
degerli buluyorum.”, “Bazen kesinlikle kendimin bir ise yaramadigini
dislniyorum.” gibi maddeler yer almaktadir. Olgegin orjinali igin iki hafta
arayla yapilan test tekrar test guvenirlik katsayilari .85 ve .88 olarak
bulunmustur. (Rosenberg, 1979; akt. Chubb, Fertman ve Ross, 1997, s.
120). Olgegin Tirkge adaptasyonu Cuhadaroglu (1985) tarafindan
yapilmigtir. Psikiyatrik goriisme puanlar ile ROSO puanlari arasindaki
korelasyon .71 olarak bulunmustur (Cuhadaroglu, 1985). Bu calismada
Olcege ait Cronbach alfa degeri .89 olarak bulunmustur.

Tuckman Erteleme Olgegi Universite 6grencilerinin erteleme egilimini
belirlemek amaciyla 1991 yilinda Tuckman tarafindan geligtirilmigtir. Tek
faktorli yapr goOsteren orjinal Olgekteki 16 madde (1) kesinlikle
katilmiyorum ile (4) kesinlikle katilliyorum arasinda degisen 4’lu Olgek
izerinde degerlendiriimektedir. Olgekte “islerin teslim edilmesi gereken
bir tarih oldugunda, son dakikaya kadar beklerim”, “Yapmaktan
hoglanmadigim gseylere baglamayi ertelerim.” gibi maddeler vyer
almaktadir. Orjinal galismada Olgegin Cronbach alfa katsayisi Tuckman
(1991) tarafindan .86 olarak bulunmustir. Tuckman (2007) tarafindan
daha sonra yapilan bir galismada ise 6lgegin Cronbach alfa katsayisi .91
olarak hesaplanmistir. Uzun-Ozer, Sackes ve Tuckman (2013) dlgegin
Turkge adaptasyonunu yapmis ve 2 maddeyi cikararak olgegin Turkge
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formunu 14 madde olarak hazirlamistir. Buna ek olarak, Uzun-Ozer
(2010),degiskenligi artirmak amaciyla, 4’lu olan degerlendirme 6lgeginde
ortaya “kararsizim” segenegini de ekleyerek 5'li hale gerirmistir. Olgekte 4
tane ters madde bulunmaktadir (madde 7, 10, 12, 14). Olgegin Turkge
formunun Cronbach alfa degeri .90 olarak bulunmustur (Uzun-Ozer,
Sackes ve Tuckman, 2013). Bu calismada Olgede ait Cronbach alfa

degeri .93 olarak bulunmustur.

Akademik Duygular Olgegi Pekrun, Goetz, Titz ve Perry tarafindan
gelistirilmigtir (2002). Bu galigmada Olgcegin sadece, kaygi altboyutu
kullaniimigtir. Altboyuttaki 8 madde (1) hi¢ bir zaman ile (5) her zaman
arasinda degisen 5'li dlgekte degerlendiriimektedir. Olgekte ters madde
yer almamaktadir. Olgekte “Sinav sirasinda o kadar gergin olurum ki
sinavi atlatmis olmayi dilerim”, “Sinav sirasinda mideme kramplar girer”
gibi maddeler yer almaktadir. Altboyut icin Cronbach alfa degeri .92
olarak hesaplanmigtir (Pekrun ve ark., 2002). Kaygi altboyutunun Turkce
adaptasyonu Capa-Aydin ve Emmioglu (2008) tarafindan yapilmis ve
Cronbach alfa degeri Turkge formu igin .87 olarak raporlanmigtir. Bu
calismada olgege ait Cronbach alfa degeri .85 olarak bulunmustur.

Oz-Anlayis Olgegdi, 26 maddeli bir 6z-bildirim 6lgegi olarak Neff (2003a)
tarafindan geligtirilmistir. Maddeler (1) hi¢ bir zaman ile (5) her zaman
arasinda degisen 5'li dlgek Uzerinde degerlendiriimektedir. Olgekte 11
tane ters madde bulunmaktadir (madde 1, 3, 5, 7, 10, 12, 15, 17, 19, 22
ve 23). Olgekte “isler benim igin kot gittiginde zorluklarin yasamin bir
pargasi oldugunu ve herkesin bu zorluklari yasadigini gorebilirim” ve
“Cok sikintilysam, kendime ihtiyacim olan ilgi ve sefkati gosteririm” gibi
maddeler yer almaktadir. Olgegin orjinalinin 6z-sevecenlik, 6z-yargilama,
paylagsimlarin bilincinde olma, izolasyon, bilinglilik, asin 6zdeslesme
olmak Uzere 6 alt boyutu bulunmaktadir. Cronbach alfa katsayisi dl¢egin
geneli i¢in.92 olarak hesaplanirken, alt boyutlar igin ise sirasiyla .78, .77,
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.80, .79, .75, .81 olarak bulunmustur. Test tekrar test guvenirlik katsayisi
tum Olgek icin .93, alt Olgekler icin ise sirasiyla .88, .88, .80, .85, .85, .88
olarak hesaplanmistir (Neff, 2003a). Olgegin Tirkge adaptasyonu Deniz,
Kesici ve Sumer (2008) tarafindan yapilmistir. Toplam madde
korelasyonu .30’dan kuguk olan iki madde olgekten ¢ikariimig, kalan 24
madde ise tek faktore yiklenmistir. Olgegin Tirkge versiyonunun ig-
tutarhlik katsayisi ve test tekrar test guvenirlik katsayisi sirasiyla .89 ve
.83 olarak hesaplanmistir (Deniz, Kesici ve Sumer, 2008). Bu galismada
Olcege ait Cronbach alfa degeri .91 olarak bulunmustur.

Demografik bilgi formunda ise cinsiyet, bolim, sinif, not ortalamasi
bilgilerini soran maddeler yer almaktadir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi

Calismanin etik kurallar cergevesinde yiritilmesi icin ODTU insan
Aragtirmalar  Etik Kurulundan gerekli izin alinmigtir. Siniflarda veri
toplamak igin ogretim Gyelerinden izin alindiktan sonra, veri toplama
sureci haftalik olarak planlanmis ve veri toplama islemi arastirmaci
tarafindan U¢ haftada tamamlanmigtir. Veri toplamaya baglamadan once
arastirmaci, arastirmaya katilmin gonudllulik esasina dayandigini,
katihmcilardan higbir kisisel bilgi istenmedigini, ¢alismanin anonimlik
prensibine goére ydrutuldigunu ve c¢alismanin amacini katlimcilara
aciklamistir. Calismaya katilmay kabul edenlere gonullu katilim formlari
dagitiip toplandiktan sonra, veri toplama araglari ders saati sirasinda
katihmcilara dagitilmistir. Katilimcilarin  Olgekleri tamamlamasi 10-15

dakika surmasgtur.
Verilerin Analizi

Verilerin analizine baglamadan once pilot ¢alisma ve ana c¢alisma igin

hatali ve eksik veriler kontrol edilmistir. Ana ¢alisma igin eksik veriler
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5%’ten az oldugundan eksik veri analizi yapilmamistir. Kullanilan
Olceklerin bu oOrneklemde calisip calismadigini test etmek amaciyla
yapilan pilot calismadan elde edilen verilerle, Olgeklere Dogrulayici
Faktor Analizi uygulanmig ve oOlgeklerin bu 6rneklem igin gegerli oldugu
bulunmustur.  Olgeklerin  glivenilirligi  Cronbach alfa degeri ile
hesaplanmisgtir. Bulunan guvenilirlik katsayilarinin .70’in Uzerinde olmasi
(Nunnaly ve Bernstein, 1978), bu calismada kullanilan Olg¢eklerin bu

orneklem igin guvenilir oldugunu gostermektedir.

Cinsiyetin, 6z-sayginin, ertelemenin, sinav kaygisinin ve 0z-anlayigin,
ogrencilerin kendini sabotaj duzeylerini yordama guglerini incelemek
amaciyla vyapilan hiyerarsik regresyon analizinden Once gerekli
varsayimlar  kontrol  edilmig, verilerin  analize  uygunlugunun

anlasilmasinin ardindan ise hiyerargik regresyon analizi yapiimistir.

Hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yapilirken olgeklere ait toplam puan yerine
ortalama degerinin kullaniimasi tercih edilmistir. Bunun nedeni ise bu
calismada %5’ten az olsa da bos veri bulunmasidir. Toplanan veride bos
veri olmamasi halinde, toplam puan veya ortalama deger kullanarak
analizi yapmak anlamh bir fark yaratmamaktadir. Ancak toplam puan
hesaplanirken bos veriler sifir olarak kabul edildigi i¢in toplam puan
kullanmak hata payi igermektedir. Bu nedenle bu galismada sinirli bir
degiskenlik araligina sahip olmasina ragmen, bos verilerden
etkilenmedigi igin ortalama degerin kullanilmasi tercih edilmigtir.

Degiskenler, literatirde belirtlen onem sirasina gore modele dahil
edilmistir. Onceki calismalar, kendini sabotajda belirgin bir cinsiyet
farkina isaret ettigi igin (Brown ve Kimble, 2009; Hirt ve McCrea, 2009) ilk
asamada cinsiyet eklenmistir. ikinci asamada kendini sabotaji acgiklayan
en temel faktor olan 6z-saygi (Harris ve Snyder, 1986; Warner ve Moore,
2004) modele eklenmistir. Kendini sabotajla buylk oranda ortigen
erteleme (Beck ve ark., 2000; Ferrari ve Tice, 2000; Lay ve ark., 1992),
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ise Uglncu asamada modele eklenmigtir. Dordunct asamada ise kendini
sabotajla iligkili onemli bir degigken olan sinav kaygisi (Smith ve ark.,
1982) modele eklenmistir. Son asamada ise daha az incelenen, yeni
fakat dikkate alinmasi gereken bir degisken olan Oz-anlayis (Akin ve
Akin, 2015; Petersen, 2014) modele eklenmigtir.

Bu galismada, literatire dayanarak kendini sabotaji agiklayan bir model
onerilmigtir. Bu modelde kendini sabotaj (Y), cinsiyet (X1, 6z-saygi (Xy),
erteleme (X3), sinav kaygisi (Xs4) ve Oz-anlayis (Xs) tarafindan
yordanmaktadir. Modelin formalasyonu ise su sekildedir: Y = B¢ + B41Xq+
B2Xot+ BaXzt BaXat+ BsXs +

Calismanin Sinirhliklari

Bu calismanin bazi sinirhliklari bulunmaktadir. Orneklemin rastlantisal
ornekleme yontemi ile secilmemis olmasi; kolayda ornekleme yontemi ile
sadece bir universiteden elde edilmesi, sonuglarin genellenebilirligini
sinirlamaktadir. Sadece Oz-bildirim  Olgeklerinin  kullanilmasi  da
calismanin ikinci sinirhligidir. Bu galigmada akranlarin ya da 6gretim
uyelerinin deg@erlendirmeleri ya da godzlem sonucu edinilen bilgiler
kullanilmamig, Oz-bildirim ile 6grencilerin verdigi yanitlar dogru kabul
edilmistir. Calismanin uguncu sinirhligr ise, Turkgceye adapte edilen
kendini sabotaj 6lgceginin kabul edilebilir model uygunluguna ve gecerlilik
katsayisina sahip olmasina ragmen, iyi bir model uygunlugu ve yuksek
bir gecerlilik katsayisina sahip olmamasidir. Calismanin ddrduncu
sinirhligr kesitsel tarama desenine gore veri toplanmasidir, veriler sadece
tek bir zaman diliminde toplanmig,boylamsal olarak ele alinmamistir. Bu
nedenle sure¢ icinde ogrencilerin kendini sabotajlari hakkinda elde
edilebilecek bilgiler sinirlanmistir.. Belirli zamanlarda 6rnegin sinavlardan
hemen Once oOgrencilerin kendini sabote etme ve erteleme egilimleri ile

sinav kaygilari artabilmektedir. Bu zaman dilimlerinde veri toplanmasi ise
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ogrencilerin  Olgeklerde yer alan maddelere verdikleri yanitlar
etkilemektedir. Calismanin son sinirhligi ise, katimcilarin sosyal istenirlik
duzeylerinin kontrol edilmemesidir. Veriler anonimlik kuralina gore
toplanmigtir, katihmcilardan hi¢ bir kisisel bilgi istenmemistir, ancak
sosyal istenirlik duzeylerini kontrol etmek amaciyla ek bir Olgek

verilmemisgtir.

BULGULAR

Betimleyici istatistik Bulgulari

Cahgmanin yordayici degiskenleri (6z-saygi, erteleme, sinav kaygisi ve
0z-anlayis) ile yordanan degiskenini (kendini sabotaj) tanimlamak i¢in her
degiskene ait ortalama, standart sapma, minimum ve maksimum

degerler hesaplanmis ve Tablo 4.1’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 4.1
Betimleyici istatistik bulgulari

Degiskenler Ort. SS Min Max
Kendini sabotaj 219 0.50 0 5
Oz-sayg! 3.10 0.55 1 4
Erteleme 3.04 0.82 1 5
Sinav kaygisi 2.20 0.75 1 5
Oz anlayis 3.12 0.62 1 5

Oz-saygl degiskeninin ortalama degeri 3.10, standart sapmasi 0.55;
erteleme degigskeninin ortalama degeri 3.04, standart sapmasi 0.82;
sinav kaygisi degiskeninin ortalama degeri 2.20, standart sapmasi 0.75;
O0z-anlayis degdiskeninin ortalama degeri 3.12, standart sapmasi 0.62;
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kendini sabotaj degiskeninin ortalama degeri 2.19, standart sapmasi 0.50
olarak hesaplanmigtir.

Korelasyon Matrisi Bulgulan

Calismanin ana degiskenleri arasindaki iligkiler, pearson korelasyon
katsayisi kullanilarak hesaplanmis ve Tablo 4.2’de sunulmustur. Tum
degiskenler arasinda anlamli iligkiler oldugu saptanmistir. En yuksek
korelasyon katsayisi (r = .63) kendini sabotaj ve erteleme degiskenleri
arasinda; en duguk korelasyon katsayisi ise (r = .22) sinav kaygisi ve

erteleme degiskenleri arasinda bulunmustur.

Tablo 4.2

Korelasyon Matrisi Bulgulari

Degigskenler 1 2 3 4 5
Kendini sabotaj 1.00

Oz-saygi -55* 1.00

Erteleme 63* -36* 1.00

Sinav kaygisi 49 -42¢ 22  1.00
Oz-anlayis -55* .62* -36* -42¢
*p<.05

Hiyerarsik Regresyon Analizi Bulgulari

Hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yapmadan o6nce oOrneklem sayisi, normal
dagilim hatalari, es varyanslik, bagimsiz hatalar, dogrusallik, c¢oklu
dogrusal baglanti, etkileyici gbzlem varsayimlari kontrol edilmis ve
sonuglar verinin analize uygun oldugunu gostermistir (Tabachnick ve
Fidell, 2001).
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Cinsiyetin, 6z-sayginin, ertelemenin, sinav kaygisinin ve 0z-anlayigin,

ogrencilerin kendini sabotaj duzeylerini yordama guglerini belirlemek igin

her

adimda sirasiyla modele bir yordayici

eklenerek, hiyerarsik

regresyon analizi yapilmigtir. Hiyerarsik regresyon analizinin sonuglari

Tablo 4.4’te 6zetlenmigtir.

Table 4.4

Hiyerarsik Regresyon Analizi Sonuglarinin Ozeti

Degigkenler B SEB B t sr2 R2 AF

Model 1 .01 5.16

Cinsiyet -08 .04 -0.8 -227 .01

Model 2 .30 340.56
Oz-sayg! -50 .03 -55 -18.45 .30

Model 3 22 360,55
Erteleme .31 .02 S50 1899 .22

Model 4 .06 107.77
Sinav Kaygisi 18 .02 27 10.38 .06

Model 5 .02 33.24
Oz-anlayig -14 .02 -17 -577 .02

*p< .05

ilk olarak, modele cinsiyet eklenmistir. Cinsiyet degiskenine ait sonuglar,

modelin anlamli oldugunu ve cinsiyetin kendini erteleme degigkeninin %
1’lik varyansini agikladigini gostermektedir, AR? = .01, AF (1, 798) =
5.16, p < .05. ikinci olarak, modele 6z-saygi degiskeni dahil edilmis,

anlaml bir artis oldugu saptanmis ve 6z-sayginin kendini sabotajin %30
varyansini agikladigr bulunmustur, AR? = .30, AF (1, 797) = 340.56, p <
.05. Uglincli asamada eklenen erteleme degigkeni ile olusan anlaml
modelde, erteleme % 22’lik varyansi agiklamigtir, AR? = .22, AF (1, 796)
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= 360.55, p < .05. Dorduncu asamada eklenen sinav kaygisi da yine
anlamli bir modelle sonuglanmis ve varyansin % 6’sini agiklamistir, AR?
= .06, AF (1, 795) = 107.77, p < .05. Son olarak eklenen 6z-anlayig
aciklanan varyansta % 2’lik anlaml bir artisa neden olmustur, AR? = .02,
AF (1, 794) = 33.24, p < .05. Yordayici degigkenlerin hepsinin anlaml
yordayicilar olarak sabotaj degigkeni aciklamada onemli katkisi
bulunmaktadir. Modelin tamami varyansin %61’ini agiklarken cinsiyet,
O0z-saygl, erteleme, sinav kaygisi ve Oz-anlayis degiskenlerinin
acikladiklari varyanslar sirasiyla %1, %30, %22, %6, ve %2’dir.

TARTISMA

Bu galigmada, cinsiyetin, 6z-sayginin, ertelemenin, sinav kaygisinin ve
O0z-anlayisin lisans oOgrencilerinin  kendini sabotajini  yordamadaki
rollerinin  arastinlmasi  amacglanmistir. Bulgular, test edilen
degiskenlerinin hepsinin anlamli yordayicilar olarak kendini sabotaj
aciklamaya katki sagladigini gostermistir.

Bu galismada cinsiyetin anlaml bir yordayici oldugu ve kisilik 6zelligi
olarak kendini sabotajda %7’lik varyansi agikladigi, kadinlarin kiglik
Ozelligi olarak kendini sabotaj egilimlerinin erkeklerden daha fazla oldugu
bulunmustur. Bu bulgu, cinsiyet farkini inceleyen diger arastirma
bulgulariyla dikkatli bir bicimde kiyaslanmalidir ¢unkl bu c¢alismalarin
¢ogu davranigsal kendini sabotajda cinsiyet farkini inceleyip bariz bir
erkek hakimiyeti bulmuglardir (Berglas ve Jones, 1978; Hirt ve ark., 1991;
Rhodewalt ve Davison, 1986). Kadinlar genellikle davranigsal kendini
engeleme kullanmay tercih etmemektedirler (Baumeister ve ark., 1985;
Berglas ve Jones, 1978; Harris ve Snyder, 1986; Hirt ve ark., 1991; Hirt
ve ark., 2000; Kimble ve Hirt, 2005) ya da erkeklerden daha az
kullanmaktadirlar (Brown ve ark., 2012). Davranigsal kendini sabotajdan
farkli olarak mazeret bulmada cinsiyet farki ile ilgili tutarh sonuglar
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bulunmamaktadir. Bu g¢alisma, kadinlarin kiglik Ozelligi olarak kendini
sabotaj edilimlerinin erkeklerden daha fazla oldugunu gosteren
arastirmalarla (Elliot ve Church, 2003; Warner ve Moore, 2004) paralellik
gOsterirken, cinsiyeti anlamsiz bir yordayici olarak bulan galismalarla
(Martin ve Brawley, 2002; Zuckerman ve Tsai, 2005) gelismektedir.

Kadinlarin davranigsal sabotaj kullanmamasi, Kkisilik 0zelligi olarak
kendini sabotaj egilimlerinin az olmasi yonunde bir beklenti olusturabilir,
bu baglamda g¢alismanin bu bulgusu ilk bakista enteresan gorunebilir. Bu
celiski, kendini sabotaj stratejisi olarak secilen davranis gesitlerinden
kaynaklanabilir. Davranigsal kendini sabotaj tek bir davranisla
tanimlanirken, kigilik ozelligi olarak kendini sabotaj birgok davranis,
duygu, dusunce ve 0zellik icermektedir. Baskalarinin 6ntinde performansi
azaltan segenekleri segmek (Berglas ve Jones, 1978; Brownve ark.,
2012; Brown ve Kimble, 2009), alkol tuketmek (Tucker ve ark., 1981),
¢abay! azaltmak (Baumeister ve ark., 1985; Harris ve Snyder, 1986; Hirt
ve ark., 2000; Kimble ve Hirt, 2005) gibi davraniglar kadinlar igin
performansi dusuren riskli davraniglar olabilir. Kadinlar daha az risk
almay tercih ettikleri icin (Byrnes ve Miller, 1999), ayrica ¢abaya daha
fazla 6nem verdikleri igin ¢abayl azaltmayl kendini sabotaj stratejisi
olarak kullanmazlar (McCrea ve ark, 2007). Kisacas! kadinlar belirli
davraniglari yapmasalar da, 6z-kavramlarini korumak igin Kigilik 6zelligi
olarak kendini sabotaja daha ¢ok egilimli olabilirler. Bu durum kadinlarin
kendini nasil degerlendirdigi ile de iligkili olabilir. Cooley’in “ayna benlik”
kavramina goére 0z-degerlendirme kiginin bagkalari tarafindan nasil
gorundugune iliskin algilarina dayanmaktadir. Kadinlar baskalarinin
degerlendirmelerine kargi daha duyarli, daha endiseli ve Kigiler arasi
tehditlere karsi1 daha kirilgandirlar (Simmons ve Rosenberg, 1975), ayrica
erkeklere kiyasla kendilerine daha az guvenirler (Lirgg, 1991). Bu
baglamda, kadinlarin basarisizlik beklentisi daha yuksek olabilir ve

basarisizlik geribildirimleri 6z-kavramlarina olumsuz etki edebilir. Kadinlar
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0z-kavramlarini korumak igin, daha ¢ok kendini sabotaj egilimine sahip
olarak olumsuz degerlendirmeler kargisinda daha direngli olma ihtiyaci

iginde olabilirler.

Bu galismada 6z-saygi kendini sabotaji en ¢ok (% 30) agiklayan olumsuz
bir yordayici olarak bulunmustur. Yiksek 6z-saygiya sahip olanlarin daha
¢ok kendini sabotaj stratejilerini kullandigini gosteren galismalarin (6rn.
Tice ve Baumeister, 1990) tersine bu c¢alisma, dusuk O0z-saygiya sahip
olanlarin daha c¢ok kendini sabotaj stratejilerini kullandigini gosteren
arastirma bulgulariyla desteklenmektedir (0rn. Feick ve Rhodewalt, 1997;
Prapavessis ve Grove, 1998; Rhodewalt, 1990, Warner ve Moore, 2004).
Bu iki degisken arasindaki ters iligki en iyi kendini engelleyenlerin ve
duguk 6z-sayglya sahip olanlarin 6z-saygilarini koruma motivasyonlariyla
aciklanabilir. Yuksek 0z-saygiya sahip olanlar, 6z-de@erlerine gelen bir
tendit ile karsilastiklarinda olumlu niteliklerini alternatifli olarak
kullanabilirler ancak duguk 6z-saygiya sahip olanlar olumlu niteliklerinin
az oldugunu dusunduklerinden, bu durumlarda daha kirilgan ve
savunmaci olabilirler (Spencer ve ark.,1993). Dusuk 0z-saygiya sahip
olanlar zaten duguk olan 6z-saygilarini daha da dugurecek durumlardan
nefret ederler (Baumeister, 1993). Oz-saygisi dusiik olanlar basarisizlik
durumlarinda daha ¢ok bedel 6der ve daha ¢ok aci gekerler, bu yuzden
oncelikleri kendilerini basarisizligin olumsuz sonuglarina kargi korumaktir
(Tice, 1993). Oz-koruma stratejilerini kullanma egilimleri arttigindan,
sinirlh olan 6z-kaynaklarinin ve kirilganliklarinin Uzerini ortecek digsal
sebepler bularak kendini sabotaja daha ¢ok egilimli olabilirler. Ayrica 0z-
sayginin kayglyl tamponlama iglevi oldugu bilinmektedir (Greenberg ve
ark., 1992). Algilanan bir tehdit oldugunda kayg! artar, 6z-saygisi yuksek
olanlar ise kayglyla bas etmede daha basgarilidirlar. Oz-saygisi dugik
olanlar ise kaygiyla yeterince bas edemedikleri i¢cin kendini sabotaj gibi
O0z-saygilarini koruyacak ya da onaracak stratejilere bagvurabilirler.
Dusuk 6z-sayglya sahip olanlarin kendini sabotaj egilimlerinin daha gok
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olmasi, kendi yetenek ve becerilerinden emin olmamalar ile de
aciklanabilir. Karsilastiklari zorlu durumlarla bas edemeyeceklerini ve
performanslarini basaril bir sekilde tamamlayamayacaklarini dugiinen ve
kendilerine daha az guvenen insanlar kendini sabotajin basarisizligi
digsal nedenlere yukleme avantajina daha ¢ok ihtiya¢ duyarlar (Berglas
ve Jones, 1978; Warner ve Moore, 2004). Oz-saygisi dislk olanlar
kendilerine iligkin daha az bilgiye sahiptirler, daha c¢ok 0z-kavram
kargasas! yasarlar, 6z bilgileri daha tutarsiz, belirsiz ve istikrarsizdir
(Baumeister, 1993; Campbell ve Lavallee, 1993). Bu yuzden 6z saygisi
dusuk olanlar, belirsiz yeteneklerle artan basarisizliklarina agiklama

bulmak i¢in daha ¢ok kendini sabotaja egilimli olabilirler.

Caligma bulgulari, ertelemenin kendini sabotaj i¢in pozitif bir yordaciyi
oldugunu, 0z-saygidan sonra varyansin buyuk bir kismini (%22)
acikladigini gostermektedir. Bu bulgu, erteleme egilimi ile birlikte kendini
sabotajin da arttigint gosteren g¢alisma bulgulariyla paralellik
gOstermektedir (Beck ve ark., 2000; Ferrari, 1991; Ferrari ve Tice, 2000).

Ferrari ve Tice’ ye (2000) gore erteleme kendini sabotaj stratejisi olarak
kullanilabilir. Tamamlanmasi gereken bir igi erteleyerek yaratilan zaman
kisiti, basari igin engel teskil ederken ayni zamanda basarisizlik igin de
hazir agiklama saglayabilir. Ertelemeyi kendini sabotaj agisindan
inceleyen diger galigmalar da ertelemenin kendini sabotaj ile belirli bir
raddeye kadar ortustigunu ortaya koymaktadir (Beck ve ark., 2000;
Ferrari, 1991; Lay ve ark., 1992). Ancak kendini sabotaj pek ¢ok farkh
davranigsal engeli ve mazereti icerdiginden ertelemeye gore daha genis
bir kavramdir. Bu ikili arasindaki olumlu iligki her ikisinin paylastigi sebep
ve motivasyonlarla agiklanabilir. Ogrenciler, basarisizliktan, kendilerinin
ve baskalarinin beklentilerini kargilayamamaktan korktuklari ve
kendilerine guvenmedikleri igin erteleyebilirler (Brownlow ve Reasinger,
2000; Solomon ve Rothblum, 1984). Buna ek olarak erteleme nedenleri
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arasinda Oz-saygilarina gelen tehditlerle bas etmek de yer almaktadir
(Lay ve ark. 1992). insanlar yapilacak degerlendirmelerin éz-saygilarini
dugurecegini sezerlerse, daha ¢ok kendini sabotaja egilimli olurlar (Martin
ve ark., 2003; Hirt ve ark., 1991). Ertelemenin arkasindaki bu nedenler
0z-deg@erin korunmasi ve yuceltiimesi basghgi altinda toplanabilir ki bunlar
ayni zamanda kendini sabotajin de temel motivasyonlarini
olusturmaktadir. Benzer sebepleri ve ayni motivasyonlari paylagsmalari,
ertemele ve kendini sabotaj arasindaki olumlu iligkiyi ve oOrtigsmeyi
aciklayabilmektedir.

Sinav kaygisi da erteleme gibi olumlu bir yordayici olarak bulunmustur
ancak, acikladigi varyans (%6), ertelemeye gore daha azdir. Sinav
kaygisi arttikga, kendini sabotaj da artmaktadir. Bu bulgu, bu degiskenler
arasinda dogrusal iligkiye isaret eden diger arastirmalarla
desteklenmektedir (Lay ve ark., 1992; Thomas ve Gadbois, 2007). Smith
ve arkadaslar (1982) sinav kaygisinin kendini sabotaj stratejisi olarak
kullanimini test etmistir. Ogrencilerin sinav kaygisinin kabul edilebilir bir
aciklama oldugunu dugunduklerinde, sinav kaygisinin basarisizliklarina
alternatif bir aciklama saglayan 0z-koruma iglevini daha c¢ok
kullandiklarini bulmuslardir. Bu baglamda sinav kaygisi kendini sabotaj
stratejisi olarak kullanilmaktadir ve basarinin dnindeki engel gercekten
yaratilmayip iddia edildigi i¢cin de kendini sabotajin mazeret bulma
cesidine girmektedir. Ogrenci performansi kot oldugunda bunun
nedenini yeteneginin, becerisinin veya zekasinin duguklugu ile agiklamak
yerine sinavda kaygilandigini iddia ederek agiklayabilir. Sinav kaygisina
sahip olan &grenciler, sinavda basarisiz olma ihtimallerini, bunun
olumsuz sonuglarini dugunurler ve kendilerini bagkalariyla kiyaslarlar.
(Sarason ve Sarason, 1990). insanlar, kendilerinin basarisiz olacagini
dusunudrken diger insanlarin onlardan basari beklediklerini dagunurlerse,

kendini sabotaj egilimleri artar (Berglas ve Jones, 1978).
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Ayrica sinav kaygisina sahip olanlar degerlendirme durumlarinda
kendilerinden suphe ederler ve i¢ catisma yasarlar (Sarason, 1984).
Benzer bir bicimde yeterliliklerinden emin olmamak kendini sabotajin
onculleri arasinda yer almaktadir (Harris ve Snyder, 1986; Warner ve
Moore, 2004). Oz-kavramlarindan emin olanlar, kendini sabotajin
yuklemleme yararina daha ¢ok az ihtiya¢ duyarlar (Berglas ve Jones,
1978). Bunlara ek olarak sinav kaygisi olanlar daha fazla olumsuz ve
akilci olmayan dusunceye sahiptirler (Wong, 2008), ve bu dusunceler
onlarin degerlendiriime kaygisini artirarak sinavi 0z-kavramlarina kargi
olan daha buyuk bir tehdit gibi algilamalarina neden olabilir. Bu durum da

onlarin kendini sabotaj egilimlerini artirabilir.

Diger degdiskenlere oranla alanyazinda daha az incelenen bir yordayici
olarak 0z-anlayis, bu calismada anlamli, negatif bir yordayici olarak
bulunmustur ve kendini sabotajda kugik bir kisim (%2) varyansi
aciklamistir. Bu bulgu, 6z-anlayisin negatif yordayici roluna agiga ¢ikaran
diger arastirmalarla paralellik gostermektedir (Akin ve Akin, 2015;
Petersen, 2014). Oz-anlayis arttikga, kendini sabotaj azalmaktadir.
Aralarindaki negatif iligki her iki kavramin degerlendirmeye ve basarisizlik
durumlarina yaklagimi ile anlasilabilir. Kendini sabotaj bakis agisina gore,
kisiler becerilerini ya da zekalarini tanilayabilecek gorevlerle ya da
sinavlarla kargilasgtiklarinda bunu 6z-kavramlarina gelen bir tehdit olarak
algilarlar (Rhodewalt ve ark., 1991; Synder ve Smith, 1982) kendilerini
bagkalarina sunma bigimleri hakkinda endigelenir ve baskalarinin onlar
hakkinda ne dusundugune o6nem verirler. (Kolditz ve Arkin, 1982;
Rhodewalt ve ark., 1991). Kendilerini olumlu bir gergevede gorme ihtiyaci
duyduklarindan, 06z-degerlerini artirmak ya da en azindan korumak
isterler (Blaine ve Crocker, 1993). Bu baglamda, degerlendirme
durumlari onlarin 6z-koruma ve 0z-ylceltme motivasyonlarini tetikler.
(Rhodewalt ve ark., 1991). Becerilerinin, yeteneklerinin ve zekalarinin
dusuk oldugunu kabul etmek vyerine, basarisizliklarinin nedenini
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yukleyebilecekleri engeller yaratirlar ya da engellerin oldugunu iddia
ederler (Berglas ve Jones, 1978).

Oz-anlayis bakig agisina gére, 6z-degerlendirme baskalarinin yaptig
degerlendirmelere ve ideal standartlara gore yapilmaz, 0z
degerlendirmede 6ze dair iyi ve kotu batun 6zellikler kabul edilir, olasi ve
gercek basarisizliklar insanlarin kusursuz olamayacagi bilinciyle daha
dengeli bir bakis agisiyla ele alinir. insanlar kendilerini daha yeterli
gorurler ve basarisizliktan daha az korkarlar (Neff ve ark. 2005). Baska
bir degigle, 6z-anlayigsa sahip insanlar, kendilerini baskalarina nasil
sunacaklari konusunda daha az endiseye, daha dusuk degerlendirme
kaygisina ve daha az 6z-koruma ve Oz-yuceltme ihtiyacina sahiplerdir.
Kendine hizmet eden yanliiga gerek duymadiklari igin 6z-anlayisa sahip
insanlar Oze iligkin dogru bilgilerle basetme konusunda daha basarili
olabilirler. Bu baglamda kendini sabotaja daha az ihtiyag duyabilirler.

Sonraki Galismalar igin Oneriler

Sonraki aragtirmalar i¢in yapilan oneriler agsagida sunulmustur:

* Sonuglarin genellenebilirligini arttirmak igin, bu c¢alisma farkl
universite ogrencileriyle seckisiz ornekleme yontemi kullanilarak
tekrarlanabilir.

¢ Bu galismada Kendini Sabotaj Olgegi icin yapilan dogrulayici faktor
analizi, bu o6rneklem igin kabul edilebilir model uyumu ile
sonuglanmig olsa da, Turk kulturine daha uygun ve daha yuksek
model uyumuna sahip gegerli ve guvenilir bir dlgek gelistirilebilir.

* Belirli davranis cgesitleri (cabalamamak, alkol kullanmak, ertelemek,
vs.) ve mazeretler (sinav kaygisi bildirme, fiziksel belirtiler, vs.)
alanyazinda kendini engeleme stratejileri olarak  siklikla
arastinimistir. Ancak, 6grenciler bunlarin diginda da genis bir kendini
sabotaj repertuarina sahiptirler. Ogrenciler tarafindan siklikla
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kullanilan ancak alanyazinda yer almayan kendini sabotaj
yontemlerini ortaya gikarmak igin tarama ¢aligsmalari yapilabilir.
Kendini sabotaj Turk alanyazinda tamamlanmamis bir yapboz gibi
kalmig ve yeterince arastiriimamistir. Bu eksikligi gidermek igin
kendini sabotaj ile ilgili farkh egitim seviyelerindeki oOgrencilerle
(ilkokul, ortaokul, lise, lisans ve yuksek lisans) deneysel calismalar
ve alan g¢alismalari yapilabilr.

Cinsiyet, 0z-saygi, erteleme, sinav kaygisi ve Oz-anlayis
degiskenlerinin kendini sabotaj Uzerindeki yordayici rolu nicel
arastirma yontemi kullanilarak oOlgulmustur. Ancak, nitel arastirma
yontemleri kendini sabotaj ve iligkili degiskenler hakkinda daha
kapsamli bilgi saglayabilir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alismanin nicel
yontemler kullanilarak gelistiriimesi 6nerilmektedir.

Cinsiyet farkinin davranigsal kendini sabotaj Uzerindeki -etkisi
hakkinda c¢ok sayida deneysel calisma olmasina ragmen, Kisilik
Ozelligi olarak kendini sabotaj Uzerindeki etkisi detaylandiriimamistir.
Bu sebeple, kigilik 6zelligi olarak kendini sabotajdaki cinsiyet farkini
daha detayli olarak irdeleyen arastirmalar yapilabilir.

Bu calismanin yordayicilari kendini sabotaji yuzde elliden fazla (%
61) varyans ile aciklamistir. Ancak, hala agiklanmamig bir kisim
varyans bulunmaktadir. Kendini sabotaji agiklayabilecek farkh

yordayicilari igeren galismalar yapilabilir.
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APPENDIX E: TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitust

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitusu X

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitusu

Enformatik Enstitlisu I:I

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitlisu

YAZARIN

Soyadi : BARUTGU YILDIRIM
Adl : FUNDA
Boltimi : EGITIM BILIMLERI

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : SELF-HANDICAPPING AMONG UNIVERSITY
STUDENTS: THE ROLE OF GENDER, SELF-ESTEEM,
PROCRASTINATION, TEST ANXIETY, AND SELF-COMPASSION

TEZIN TURU : Yiksek Lisans Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin icindekiler sayfasi, 0zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliumunden kaynak gosteriimek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil streyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARIHi:
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